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REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 195: 


(Department of Agriculture) 


TUESDAY, MAY 12, 1953 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON REORGANIZATION, 
Washi ngton, B'C 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 357, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C., Senator Margaret Chase 
Smith (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Margaret Chase Smith (Republican, Maine) 
Henry C. Dworshak (Republican, Idaho), Everett McKinley Dirksen 
(Republican, [llinois), Clyde R. Hoey Democrat, North Carolina r 
John F. Kennedy (Democrat, Massachusetts) 

Present also: Senators John L. MeClellan (Democrat, Arkansas) 
and Stuart Symington (Democrat, Missouri), Walter L. Reynolds, 
chief clerk and staff director, Ann M. Grickis, assistant chief clerk, 
and Glenn K. Shriver, professional staff member 

Senator Smiru. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The Subcommittee on Reorganization has before it today Reorgani- 
zation Plan No. 2 of 1953, providing for reorganizations in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, which the President transmitted to the Congress 
under date of March 25, under authority of the Reorganization Act 
of 1949, as amended. It will also give consideration to S. Res. 100, 
introduced by Senator Russell, of Georgia, disapproving the plan. 

The plan unde r consideration is one of several proposals that have 
been before the Congress in the past, providing for reorganizations in 
the Department of Agriculture. The De ‘_partment consists of many 
interrelated offices, bureaus, administrations, services, and corporations 
established over a period of approximately 90 years, to provide speci- 
fied services to the American farmers and consumers. It is one of 
the most important agencies of the Federal Government, and its activi- 
ties affect, either directly or indirectly, the lives and well-being of 
every one of our citizens. In each instance where the Congress has 
given consideration to the reorganization of the Department, prac- 
tically every witness appearing before the committees having such 
legislation under consideration has stressed the importance of its 
activities and the essential need for better integration of its services 
and functions under centralized administrative control 

The Hoover Commission, in its reports to the Congress in 1949, 
made a number of general recommendations for the centralization of 
functions and the promotion of adequate administrative controls 
applying generally to all departments and agencies of the Government. 
These reports stressed the importance of vesting full responsibility for 

1 
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the performance of all functions and operations of the departments of 
the Federal Government in the head of the department, with clear 
lines of authority reaching down through every step of organization 
The Hoover Commission, in addition to recommending that each of the 
department heads should have adequate staff assistance, and vested 
with full administrative authority to reorganize his department, sub- 
mitted 16 specific recommendations in a special report on the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture with a view to insuring better organization and 
more effective administration of the functions vested by statute in the 
Department. 

Recognizing the complexities of its internal structure and the num- 
ber of its functions which overlapped into other Federal activities and 
into areas affecting State, county, and local governments, the Hoover 
Commission prescribed a specific organizational structure for the De- 
partment, grouped into eight major units. Its report clearly indicated 
the difficulties that would be encountered in attempting to reorganize 
the Department of Agriculture, on a basis which would take into 
adequate consideration the many important areas of its activities and 
operations 

Following the submission of the Hoover Commission reports, a bill 
(S. 2055) was introduced in the 81st Congress by the present chairman 
of the full committee, which had been dr: afted by attorneys for the 
Commission and submitted to this committee at the suggestion of the 
former chairman of this full committee. This bill proposed to carry 
out the recommendations of the Hoover Commission, as interpreted 
by its attorneys, and was referred to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry of the Senate, where no action developed in view of the 
complexity of the many problems involved 

The President subsequently submitted Reorganization Plan No. 4 
of 1950, providing for the reorganization of the Department of 
Agriculture. That plan, which was rejected in the Senate, was similar 
in many respects to the plan now being considered. The present 
plan, however, attempts to overcome some of the basic objections to 
the 1950 plan. 

Following the rejection of plan No. 4 of 1950, the staff of this com- 
mittee was directed to reevaluate the Hoover Commission recom- 
mendations, previous actions taken in relation to other departments, 
and to submit for consideration of the committee a revised bill 
designed to overcome objections raised to the bill (S. 1149) introduced 
in the 82d Congress. The staff completely redrafted the original 
Hoover Commission bill in an attempt to develop an acceptable pro- 
one This committee tentatively approved the proposed committee 
bill, but before filing it in the Senate, requested the chi uirman to submit 
it to the jurisdictional committees of the C ongress for comments and 
recommendations, since it involved changes in substantive policy. 
No recommendations were made to this committee, as requested, and 
no further action has developed in regard to the reorganization of the 
Department of Agricuiture, until the submission of the present plan. 
(See appendix A, p. 200. 

The President, in his message to the Congress tr: ansmitting Plan 
No. 2 of 1953, val recognized the past difficulties Congress has 
encountered in trying to deal with the complexities of reorganization 
within the Department of Agriculture. The plan attempts to meet 
some of the major objections raised to former proposals. In addition 
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to exemptions in the previous plan, the functions of the Farm Credit 
Administration, which would have been transferred to the Secretary 
unde r the provisions of Plan No. 4 of 1950. are exempted under the 
present plan. Provisions are also included to insure that any major 
change in departmental structure meet with the approval of persons 
and groups who would be directly affected by such changes by afford- 
ing them an opportunity to fully present their views before the pro- 
posed reorganizations become effective. The plan further requires 
that the Secretary of Agriculture shall, in connection with the distri- 
bution of the functions of the Department, do so only in order to 
simplify and make move efficient the operations affected thereby 
The plan would also require the Secretary to continually exert his 
efforts toward the adaptation of the administration of all farm 
programs on a decentrs a basis at regional, State, and ne al levels 

The present plan is in line with action taken by the Congress in 
relation to other de casi ents of the Government. (¢ ia adminis- 
trative authority and control over functions and operations have 
been vested in the heads of all other departments, except the Depart- 
ment of Defense, on which a plan is now pending, and of many of the 
independent agencies. 

In view of the importance of Federal responsibilities in relation to 
the development of the agricultural industries and the production of 
essential food requirements of the people of the Nation, it is impera- 
tive that some action be taken without further delay to improve the 
outmoded structure of the Government in dealing with these prob- 
lems. The Department of Agriculture, along with the other agencies 
of the Federal Government, should be brought into alinement with 
present day programs and policies. [t is important that the Con- 
gress should do its part in perfecting the organizational structure of 
those agencies, such as the Department of Agriculture, which are so 
close to the people, so that they may be made to function properly 
in their interest, with less cost to the taxpayers. The difficulties in- 
volved are recognized by this committee, but we are fully conscious 
of our responsibility to do everything possible toward effecting im- 
provements in the organizational structure and administration of this 
important Federal ageney. 

| desire to insert in the record at this point a copy of the Presi- 
dent’s message transmitting Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953, and 
a copy of the plan prepared and transmitted to the Senate and House 
of Representatives on March 25, 1953. Senate Resolution 100, pro- 
viding for disapproval of the plan, will also be aad in the record. 

(The material referred to is as follows: 


H. Doc. No. 111, 83d Cong., Ist 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES, TRANS- 
MITTING REORGANIZATION PLAN NO, 2 OF 1953 


To the ¢ yngress of the l nited States: 


I transmit herewith Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953, prepared in aecorda 
with the Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended, ar pr ling for reorganiza- 
tions in the Department of Agriculture 

Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 is designed to make it p ble for tl 
Secretary of Agriculture to simplify and improve the internal organization of the 
Department of Agriculture It is substantially in aceord with the reeommenda- 
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tions made in 1949 by the Commission on Organization of the Eexecutive Branch 
of the Government 
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\ erta é ptions, Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 transfers to the 
pecreta Agriculture the fune now vested by law in other officers, and 
i i i en over OL the Dey urtime lt a wv e secretary to 
ut i er officer, agency employee of the Departm« to perform 
i t Secretar He is directed t tilize is delegation 
1 I iwa i »Tuyr I i objective { fOr in e reorgva 
i I ‘ ective ur ( ) wd mak eff ive operatio 
i) Agricu I i adl tra 1 tar ! rain 
( _ i Cu ( i i 1 il LLLON ¢ pI ral 
( ! i Sta and cal condi Ruy r, t the 
é i i = i ( req ! Lp] priate 
ul und = t uf] 1 appropriat« ppol tv for ‘ 
i I t e De irtine {f Agi l re eir view oO! 
i Sed ul is ll t ent [ yor Tun 
( i i I ( ‘ I ill i | i il 
ena I / 
‘ ( Pla N 2 ot 19596 ili permit t ‘ i mie ft a clearer 
, 1 J l I i the Pre { t ough t Secretar 
ir 1 ol | l Depar i I 
S i re oO ( riaw tora iui \ in! Departme 
f ( ( wet ou ible by the Pr le e Conert and 
! \ ‘ able e ar fro to 1 ( oO adjust the 
Wepal ce LO ache pre ! 
| ( ha e pa repeatedly follo 1 e sound pol. of vesting 
lire l i I ent eads so that t \ i be held a intable I 
e perf 4 of t r agencie In acti uy rec endat s of the 
{ Oo yr 4 Zi mm ol i¢ execu Bran ot the GWovernme tne 
( upproved, in 1949 and 1950, a ser of statute 1nd reorga ation pla 
applied that policy to all e executive depat ents except the Departme 
I ete ea i e Department of Agricultur W hil ome laws \V t importar 
functior lirect in the Secretary of Agriculture, others place ajor functions In 
t A cel i i or the Departm«e B transfer! » the 
wo 1 i r f oO \ rtal ( I ( Cor! i 4 y] A 
( e pre Da ( 1 l ‘ t of tatu Pur Oo Dy ul 
li¢é 
| l pted fro ranster to the secr I ur the functio 

















e Depar includ eir boards of dir rs and officers; of tl Oo! 
I of Co od Credit ( oration: and of the Farm Credit ini- 
strate wd pant yrporati ind associatio perv ibvl 
I cception of t nearing examine Is } Lccordance it the intent ol i 
4 I \ Proced ( A ind | consistel \ the statu ot hear 
exa other departme unda 
A | of the Vepal ent, together wi heir board f director 
\ s, are excepted because t ave a differer egal status than other 
f wencies of the Department Bodies corporate have independent 
pe i ( 1 a l ) name rather i j tne une ol t 
LD ! of Agriculture or of t { eds 
ne sa e Teasol \ ch prompt the exception of the corporations of the Depart- 
! { ut if rabie tne ¢ eptlo ot ti tities ipervised by the Far Credit 
Ad tration The Farm Credit Administration itself is also excepted, since 
wnticipated that ge rl |e itio ‘overing fie] vill be reecommended 
The Department of Agi ture now has only one Assistant Secretary Re 
wnization Pla No. 2 of 1953 provide the Secretary with two more Assistant 
Secretari¢ i Administrative Assistant Secretary to aid him in supervising 
e Depar t The Assistant Secretaries will be appointed by the President, 
| ead and cons f nate The Administrative Assistant 
pecretal be appoll ted under the classified civil service by the Secretary, 
with approval of the President. These methods of appointment are similar to 
t e prevailing in other ex itive departments 
The Secretary will prescr be the funetions to be performed by these new 
a tant It his intention to have the new Assistant Secretaries aid him in 
providing closer policy and program supervision over the Department of Agri- 
culture, and to have the new Administrative Assistant Secretary perform sub- 


ta ally the same role as that performed by the administrative assistant secre- 
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taries in other depart T rh is. the new officer assist the Secreta! 
giving continuous attention to matters which are « 1] for the most. effic ‘ 
and economical operation of the Depart 
The Secretary of Agriculture has advised me that the 2 new offices of { 
secretary of Agriculture, and the new I f A rat Assistal 
tarv of Agriculture. provide for ' 1 tio ‘ \ 1 
ex ing nm the ) i ¢ i i en crea 
will no al I ( ( I ) lepal of \ 
culture ru er ad i ( ho 1 bye ficer und « 
ployvees l the Office of 1 secretary and t agg! ite It r saial Willi Det 
le than those existing prior to Ja ary 1, 1953 
| secretal f Agri I rided Ir ! \ ( ra Adviso 
Comm i ‘ e orga i und ( Dena ! 
Rec s ul irra rea : f 
» a I add ( S t ind a 
\ori¢ > Seay ( , 1 
head t« a ( ») rey ] ) 
i Ou I I ePDA il 
wd ( COO! ( Der h ( 
No. 2 of ) \ i ‘7 See ul ike 
further internal adjustme Depa 1 i exp 
lade fy opp é f< ! | | } y ina 
me of the affairs « Depar of A ( l 
included in Reorganization Plan No. 2 195 ( i ho OI 
more of the purposes set 1o in Sé on 2 (a a R rea \ f 1949 
as amended 
| have found and hereby ieciare tha 3s nec ( t¢ acco! 
panying reorganization plan, Dy reason or reorga ut ns mad ereby 
visions for the appointment and compensation of two Assistant Secretaries of 
Agriculture and a Administrative Assistant Secretar f Agriculture I 
rates of compensation fixed for these officers are those wl I have f i to pre 
vail it pect of comparable officers cecutive ( f the Ge ent 
Reductie ] Ype 11 I lit. tre rec f Le 1 { 
of Agriculture made ] e } ‘ effec | ’ P No. 2 
of 1953, but such red ( ca I eda 
l reco I i tha e I i t Le’ pa reo?! ; rT 
to pec e effec ( 
DD D. Es i VER 
THe Wuire Houser, V 19 
REOR rion Pi N 2 ; 
[Pr el ent 
a 144, as ne dj 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRI rURI 
SECTION 1. Tra r ans to the S& Q a 7 
speciied In subsectior of this sect I { re a rebv tra erred » the 
Secretary of Agriculture all functions 1 now vested } of all other ais 
and of all agencies 1 employe f the D \cricu 
I | il ection s if not appl oO tne | ( Or ¢ ie \ ( \ ra 





Jepartinent of Agriculture nor to the funetions of the corporatiol rf the 
Department of Agriculture 2) the boards of dir rs a ifficers of ich cor 
porations, (3) the Advisor Board of e Com! i Cre Corporat rT 
1) the Farm Credit Administration or a agen ficer, or entit f ler 
or subject to the supervision of e said Ad istrat 

Sec. 2. Assistant Secretaries of Agriculture [wo additional Assistant Secre 
taries of Agriculture shall be appointed by the Pri lent, by and with the advi 
and consent of the Senate Kach such assistant secre \ all perform su 
functions as the Secretary of Agriculture shall, from t to tin preseribe and 
each shall receive compensation at the rate prescribed by law for Assistant 


Secretaries of executive departments 
s ‘ Administrative Assistant 8 ela An Ad nistratl 


tary of Agriculture shall be appointed, with the approval of 


SEC 








b REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 








the Secretary of Agriculture under the classified civil service, and shall perform 
such functions as the Secretary of Agriculture shall, from time to time, prescribe 
The provisions of the item numbered (1) of the third proviso under the heading 
General Provisior appearing in chapter XI of the Third Supplemental Appro- 
priation Act, 1952, approved June 5, 1952 (66 Stat. 121), are hereby made 
upplicable to the position of Administrative Assistant Secretary of Agriculture 
Sn 1. D wion of f tio? a) The Secretary of Agriculture may from 
time to time make su¢eh provisions as he shall deem appropriate authorizing the 
perfor ce by any other officer, or by any agency or employee, of the Depart- 
re of any function of the Secretary, including any function 
ra Pecy»re iT } \ ne pr LOT f t reo! iT itl I pla 
Lo ( nt that the carrying out of subsection (a) of this section involves 
ea r fun rm rou of functions to major con- 
ie r A ( I \ hereafter 
, ‘ ar omcx ; f . exte leemed prac 
“ etal ! ‘ ! { ee pul ie i 
le ! roposed to be made by him and shall afford appropriate 
yppr r ( ersons and groups f mig before the Department of 
Agriculture their view respect to such proposed delegations 
In carrying out subsectio1 1) of th ection the Secretary shall seek to 
mplify and make efficient the operation of the Department of Agriculture, to 





place the administration of farm programs close to the State and local levels, and 
to adapt the administration of the programs of the Department to regional, 
State, and local conditions 

Section 5. Incidental transfe The Secretary of Agriculture may from time to 
time effect such transfers within the Department of Agriculture of any of the 
records, property, and personnel affected by this reorganization plan and such 
transfers of unexpended balances (available or to be made available for use in 
connection with any affected function or agency) of appropriations, allocations, 


and other funds of such Department, as he deems necessary to carry out the pro- 
VISIOI of thi 
shall be used only for the purposes for whicl 


made. 


is reorganization plan; but such unexpended balances so transferred 
such appropriation was originally 





Resolved, That the Senate does not favor Reorganization Plan Numbered 2 


of 1953 transmitted to Congress by the President on March 25, 19538 


Senator Smiru. In addition, I inelude for the record a staff memo- 
randum No. 83—1—10, dated April 9, 1953, setting forth in detail the 
provisions of the plan, the basie Hoover Commission recommendations 
applying thereto, and those omitted therefrom; exemptions included; 
the major differences between Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1950 
and the present plan; an estimate as to the expenditure that will be 
anticipated through the creation of new positions and the elimination 
of existing positions and offices within the Department of Agriculture; 
and the contemplated savings and improved services that will result 
through improved organization and administration of the Department. 

Also included is a copy of Plan No. 4 of 1950. 

(The staff memorandum referred to, and Plan No. 4 follow:) 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Apr l 9g, 1953 
Staff Memorandum No. 83—1—-10 
Subject: Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953—Department of Agriculture.! 
Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953, transmitted to the Congress by the President 
on March 25, 1953, under authority of the Reorganization Act of 1949, provides 


as follows: 
1S. Res. 100, disapproving Reorganization Plan No. 2, was introduced in the Senate by Senator Russell 
on April 9, 1953. 








, aye ae , wi ” 

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 ‘ 

Section 1: Transfers to the Secretary of Agriculture all functions of all officers, 
agencies and emplovees of the Department, except, (a) hearing examiners, (b) cor- 
porations of the Department, (c) the boards of directors and officers of such 





corporations, d) the Advisory Board of the Commoditv Credit Corporation, 
and (e) the Farm Credit Administration, or any agency, officer, or entity under 
the supervision of the FCA 




















Section 2: Authorizes the appointment of 2 additional Assistant Secretaries of 
Acriculture, bv the Pre ( wit] onsent of the Senate, to perform s 
functions as may be prescribed by the Secretary lary, $15,000 

Section 3: Authorizes the appointment of an Administrative Assistant Secretary 
of Agriculture, by the Secretary with the approval President, under the 
classified civil service, who shall perform such functio1 AS { secretary prescribes 
(salary, $14,800 

Section 4 1 \ hori s tl Nel il of Ag t edelecate f 
function vested in hir O al zene ( nplovee « t ) 
Subsectiol b) provi $ ut vefore the s« ( r) i i major ft 
any constituent oganizational uni or to t I fie 
units, he shall give advance public noti to rested ns or groups to 
afford them an opportunity to expr their views th respect to the proposed 
dele ions. Subsection (c) provides that the Secretary shall seek to simplify 
and make more efficient the operations of the Department, place the adminis- 
tration of farm programs close to the State and local levels, and to adapt the 
administration of the programs of the Department to regional, State, and local 
conditions. 

Section 5: Authorizes the Secretary to transfer within the Department, records, 
property, personnel, appropriations and funds as 1 lired to carry out the pro- 
visions of this reorgan on plan; but unexpended balances of appro} tions 





transferred shall be ( 
The President stated in his message to the Congress that Reorganization Plan 


No. 2 of 1953 is designed to make it possible for the Secretary of Agriculture to 


niv for t purpose for which they were originally mad 








simplify and m é ive the operation of the Department of Agriculture, to 
simplify and improve the internal organization of tl Department, to place the 
administration of farm programs close to State and local levels, and to ad ipt 
administration of the programs of the Department to regional, State, and local 
conditions. The President emphasized in his n age that the plan was in 
conformity with many of the recommendations of the Hoover Commission, 
and with similar re¢ izations approved by the Congress These actions 
vested all administratiy inctions directly in the department heads, providing a 
clear line of authority reaching down through every step of the organization, and 
holding them accountable for the conduct of their departments, as is proposed 


under the pending plan 
Hoover COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIO? 


In its report on general management the Hoover Commission made four recom* 
mendations with reference to the centralization of functions and the creation of 
adequate supervisory staff, applying to all of the departments of the executive 
branch, as follows: 

1. Under the President, the heads of departments must hold full respon- 
sibility for the conduct of their departments. ‘There must be a clear line of 
authority reaching down through every step of the organization and no 
subordinate should have authority independe f 

2. Department heads mi 
achieve efficiency and economy in departmental oper 

3. Each department head should receive from the Congress administrative 
authority to organize his department =F 

4. The department head should be given authority to determine the 
organization within his department 

The Commission also submitted 16 specific recommendations relating directly 
to the Department of Agriculture which were designed to bring about better 
internal organization, improved management, and more effective administration 
The following recommendations in this report may be carried out under existing 
authority or under authority granted to the Secretary by the provisions of 
Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953: 

1. Permit the grouping of activities related to the same major purpose. 

2. Add two Assistant Secretaries (the Hoover Commission recommended 
one new Assistant Secretary), and an Administrative Assistant Secretary. 

3. Overhaul Department organization at State, county, and farmer levels. 


t from that of his superior 





1 ] 


t have adequate staff a 





sistance if they are to 


ations 
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1. | organizatio of Departmer of Agriculture coun n ich 
Authe ea nistrat of services to the individual farmers through 
ed « e States as units, and merge services at county levels 
6. Pe e establ t of 1 State council in each State and 1 county 
i il Cal a ric i i 
4:5 al Federal al rest th tations Only where ex ig 
| eral-State fa ‘ inno eet need 
‘ i ( ) e Hoover Commission ree endation two 
res pe 
l | pp ( b ¢ 2a lditio ial A tant Secretaries ereas 
lf ( ( Ll additional A stant Secret 
Z i ( t 1 al ( ( e operat t i f 
i of Ag Iture o eight ajor groups which were 
me 1 Hloover Co on’s repo 
he ¢ rec t! lesiral of ing the secre 
i ‘ ( ’ f the Denar ‘ also reco ended 
i ( ( I be (re tO amend it, at i e 
\ unt § » conform to “a har 
‘ { ( es of plan No, 2 of 1953 
l a al re Tre lat T ct i 1 ie Hoo er Co mis 
Depart f iltur ut to anges t fu ions 
ure ve I the plat hese v equi 
( { reo i ’ pla ord ti e illy 
yosed ler tl ‘ da \ ire a ) 
i ( Vato! pa ent » fa ‘ ) ar! out te 
} ise pa ent yn ee pleti i prograt 
2. ite ce 1 adjustment p a 1 and ther t ona 
ur prod id and inspe on co I enefit of general pul 
CGovernme for benefit of producers or pro rs to produce r 
| 1 receip ow allotted to the Department of Agriculture 
il t lreasur 
\ orize the Department to report « stification of irrigation or 
rer i proj s to the Pre lent a l { vres 
6. Transfer all Federal regulatory fu ns relati to food products to 
Depa ent of Agriculture 
7 date the Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management (Interior), 
‘ Conservation service 
: Transfer Bureau of Land Manager ep rN al to t 
| t of Agricu ré 
) I r water development activities except local far pply from 
A to Interior 
Ke the filing of the Hooy Commission reports, reor 
were § mutted » the Cor re Oo! I t le PISiatl wtion tak 
Tm Hoover Commi yn recommendations as applied 
depar O he Government, including e Department 
With respect to the Departments of State and Ds se, the C 
appropriate legislation designed to « orm to tl reneral ree 
the He r Commissit but which also dealt with broad aspect 
the a I \ rant t the Presider under the R rva atlo 
REORGANI rlION PLAN No. t OF L950 
I re t, under authority of the Reorganization Act of 1949, submitted 
t ( 13, 1950, Reorganizati Plan No. 4 of 1950, providing 
for e re Department of Agriculture This plan was, in ma 
resp nding plan. It was 1 of 6 similar plans (Nos. 1 to 6, 
incl ‘ a view to carrying out Hoover Commission recommenda- 
tions by functions ted it arious officers, employees, and 
a nents of Treasury, Justi Interior, Agriculture, Com 
me respective Secretaries Five of these plans became effec- 
tive ( he Treasur through a revised plat No. 26 of 1950 The 
Senate, how 1 a resolution disapproving plan No. 4 on May 18, 1950 
S. Rep No. 1566, SIst Cong Since a similar plan (No. 3 of 1949) affecting 
he Post Office Department became effective in 1949, and basic legislation incor 


A the provisions of a similar nature relating to the Departments of Defense 
~ WAS approved by direct legislative action, the Department of Agricul- 
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ture remains the le agen of departmental tus in I i the f tions i 
not beet! ested the secretal 

Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 differs from Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 
1950 in the foll 1! respect l inct r t! Fa Credit Administrat 
ire not transferred ) e Secretary ( ms j ed giv t 
notice 1jor changes he departt i tr portunity all red 
to interested persons and oups for pre itio f the in any re 
triput 1 ot f etior the Secretar Is Specincally ito mplify and ma 
efficient anv operatio ulfected t t S \ required to seek to 
piace the vdn ra n of the rm p I t Sta und k at ley 
and to adapt t 1 ration OF } oTAa l ota ind loca I - 
tio und 1 i ( ul rhe i Arh exp i il- 
un uppropriat ‘ ( e purl 

bpp I) l 1 4 
‘ LON I I 

Che President st essa it “red penditures result 
from reorga 1 Depar \ vce ble 
ta elfect f ik i i Pia 2 ) i 1 t re 

( in ' { ia I 

An ¢ ina I i ed a I cate 
{ re \ e a i t 55,900 vid i i ‘ i 
iuthorized 1 e ap \ v A ant 5 I rece 

rea of $200 ea O ( \ : Secreta 1 pre 
i i ber t ( I j ( { | i Zz i 
Director of For \gr ral Servi i val S14,800 ea 1 
« rea 1 t S15o,000 | Lar ( tne Adi tra \ il secreta 

b crea { m S11,500, as Direc Stall | S14,800 

i nerease of $38,500 

According to informatior i taff t plated tha l 

licated crease Of 35,900 el e tha ( pia 1 Sav Ss 

, 1 the eli : if nb ( in ite Office 

the secretary 

( vw k SHRIV 
P onal Staff M 


Approved: 
WALTE! 


ww 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES TRANS- 
MITTING REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 4 OF 1950 PROVIDING 
FOR REORGANIZATIONS IN THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURI 


To the Congress of the United Stat 
} 















I transmit herewith Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1950, prep 1 accordance 
with the Reorganization Act of 1949 and providing for reo zations ‘ 
Department of Agriculture My reasons for transmitting this plan are stated it 
an accompal Ving general message, 

After investigation I have found and hereby leclare it each reorgal ition 
included in Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1950 i ecessary to accomplish one o1 
more of the purposes set forth in sectior 2 (a) of the Reorga ation A f 1949, 

I have found and hereby de are that it necessary to include in the accompany 
ing reorganization plan, by reason of reo 1Z ol acl ereb prov ons 
for the appointment and compensation of \ssistant Secretaries « iculture 
and an Administrative Assistant Secretary of Agriculture Che rate of comper 
sation fixed for these officers is that which I have f nd to prevail in respect of 
comparabl officers in the executive branch of t Governme!l 

Che taking effect of the reorganizations included in t lan ma ot itse 
result in substantial immediate savings Hlowever, manv benefits in improve 
operations are probable during xt vears wt \ resu na red ion j 
expenditures as compared wit! tha ould therwise necessar\ An 
itemization of these reductions in advance of actual experience under this plar 


not practicable 


THe Wuire Hovussg, March 13, 1950 
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REORGANIZATION PLAN No. 4 or 1950 


[Prepared by the President and transmitted to the Senate and the House of Representatives in Congress 
nl 


. bled. Marc 450, pursuant to the provisions of the Reorganization Act of 1949, approved June 
0, 1949 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
SECTION |] lransfe of funet ons to the Secretary a) Exeept as otherwise 
pre ed it bsection (b) of this seetion, there are hereby transferred to the 
Secret of Agricultur ill functions of all other officers of the Department of 





Agriculture and all functions of all agencies and employees of such Department 


seetion shall not apply to the functions vested by the Administrative 
Pr lure Act (60 Stat. 237) in heaving examiners emploved bv the Department 
of A I yr te functions of the corporations f the Department ot 
AT e, of the boards of directors and officers of such corporations, or of the 
AY rv Board of e Commodity Credit Corporation 
» Perf ane of netions of Secreta The Secretary of Agricu:ture 
ma t me make such pro ions as he shall deem appropriate author- 
izing t vrformance by any other officer, or by anv agency or emplovee, of the 
ena ent of Agriculture of any inetion of the Secretary, including an\ function 
tral ed to 1 Secretary by the pro ons of this reorganization plan 
Sec. 3. As unt Secretaries of Agricultu There shall be in the Department 
\ \ two ade onal As ant Secretaries of Agriculture, who shall be 
appointed by the President v and with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
wh all perform su duties as the Secretary of Agriculture shall prescribe, and 
who ea ull receive compensation at the rate prescribed by law for Assistant 
( i | pa ments 
Ss t. Ad? 1 tant See 1 Cher all be in the Department 
of Agriculture an Administrative Assi int Secretarv of Agriculture, who shall be 
ap ynted tt ec approva of the Presid nt, by the Secretary of Agriculture 
under the classified civil service, who shall perform such duties as the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall prescribe, and who shall receive compensation at the rate of 
$14,000 per annun 
Sec. 5. Incidental transfers The Secretary of Agriculture may from time to 
effect such transfers within the Department of Agriculture of any of the 
records, property, personnel, and unexpended balances (available or to be made 
al of appropriations, allocations, and other funds of such Department as 


he ay deem necessary in order to carry out the provisions of this reorganization 


Senator Smiru. I also include for the record a letter and statement 
from the Honorable Herbert Hoover, former President of the United 
States and Chairman of the Commission on Organization of the 
Executive Branch of the Government. Mr. Hoover points out that 
the plan is in accord with the recommendations of the Hoover Com- 
mission, and strongly recommends its approval. He points out that 
the plan should permit drastic reduction in the number of major 
units—20 in number—reporting directly to the Secretary of Agri- 
culture; the reduction of expenditures through elimination of over- 
lapping services within the Department; permit the Secretary to 
integrate related functions to the betterment of services to farmers; 
the establishment of closer working relationships between the Federal 
Government and State and local groups; and would make possible 
widespread streamlining and reduction in overlapping Federal 
activities at the State and local level. 

(The letter and statement referred to are as follows:) 
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THe Waxuporr Astrorta Towers 
Vew Yorl NV. Y., May 9, 1 

Hon. MARGARET CHASE SMITH 
Chairman of the Subcommittee on Reorgar 


j 


oT 
Senate Committee on Government Operations 
United States Senate, Wasi ngton, D. ¢ 
My DEAR SENATOR Smita: I have your request, through Mr. Walter Revnolds 
for my views on the President’s Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 for the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture I attach herewith a statement 
Yours faithfully, 
HERBERT HOOVER 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT Hoover, IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE REQUEST OF SENATI! 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS UPON THE PRESIDEN’ PLAN No. 2 
or 1953 FoR THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURI 























The Organization of the Department of Agriculture is obsolete. To moderr 
it the Commission on Organization made 16 recommendations. Very few of these 
have been put into effect 
The first necessity in good and economical executive ad istration now 1s to 
give responsibility and to fix that responsibility That is the purpose of the 
President’s plan. It is in full accord with the recor endations of the Commis- 
sion on Organization, and, in my opinion, the plan should be approved as soon as 
possible 
Major reductions in expenditures of the Department can be realized if the plan 
is approved and energet ] ple el I 
Among the advants h would e fro nlan are these 
1. The plan would permit the dr: reduction in the number of major 
units reporting directly to the Secretary. There are now more than 20 so 
reporting to him 
2. The plan would permit reduction of expenditures through elimination 
of overlapping of services within the ment such as budgeting, personnel, 
supply, and research. ; 
3. The plan would permit the Secretary to integrate related functions to 
the betterment of service for farmers 
1. The Pre side nts message directs that there e establushed closer Working 
relationships between the Federal Government and State and local groups. 
The plan provides the machinery for making this possible ; 
5. The plan would make possible widespread streamlining and reduction 
in overlapping of Federal activities at the State and county levels. 
| refer vou to the recommer dation of the Commission 01 Organization of the 


Executive Branch of the Government of February 1949. as follows: 

“We recommend a thorough overhaul of the organization of the Department, 
at State, county, and farmer levels.” 

Our comment on this recommendation Was: 


“At the State level 


“The State governments operate effective agricultural departments. They 
have in the past engaged in effective cooperative activities with the Department 
at State, county, and farmer levels I recent years, the Departme nt has not 

1 Qt 4 


taken full advantage of the established and effective ate organizations in per- 
forming many agricultural programs and has thereby produced some duplication 


of national and State effort at local levels. 


“At the county level 

“This Commission was unable to conduct a detailed survey of activities at the 
county level. Sampling inquiries, however, revealed that considerable duplica- 
tion has developed. For example, 47 employees attached to 7 distinet and sepa- 
rate field services of the Department of Agriculture in 1 cotton-producing county 
in Georgia were working with 1,500 farmers; a fruit and grazing county in the 
State of Washington has 184 employees of separate field services working with 
some 6,700 farmers; a dairy county in Maryland had 88 employees attached to 
these field services working with less than 3,400 farmers. In these and other 
counties, representatives of each agency frequently advise the same farmers on the 
same problems. Farmers are confused and irritated, as climaxed in 1 Missouri 
county, where a farmer recently received from 5 different agencies varying advice 
on the application of fertilizer on his farm. There are many separate field serv- 
ices at the county level. These include the Soil Conservation Service; Extension 


88461—53——-2 
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Service; Farmers Home Administration; Production and Marketing Administra- 
with its conservation payment program and school-lunch program; Fart 
Credit Administratio through its production credit associations and national 
farm loan associations; and the Rural Electrification Administration In additior 
he Forest Service may be represented by Federal-State farm forest management 
acl \ rs; the burea \nimal Industry by specialists on animal disease eradica- 
tio! rrograms; and the Bureau of Ento ogy and Plant Quarantine by others 
VhO WO! OI fil eradication and inst ontrol 
Sepa Ont Depar t of Agri ire, represel 
\ I \d 0 ire Uu V pres oad -'a i 
a T i or ( i I} far wor re i ( ( e | I - 
Sta | “i ( und | il-State Depar t \gri l I 
i i ye e held a the mtv le I 
q ut LC\ I ! ees O armel is Db crea La 
( ict I 4 COSE CXCee@AINng so i ea I 
i I ive idn rative thie i 7 
i i ( heve / i he ul mmm ( hou e pNurel id ( 
i atic und operat All administrative or} ild be d 
i r Sta nl ee 
(ou i orece recommend that nlv one mmm te ry ebtup eact yu 
[ mates their annual cost for the entire Nation need not exceed 8700,000 


HerBERT Hoover. 


Senator Smirx. The hearings have been so arranged as to permit 
proponents and opponents of the plan an opportunity to testify, 
either on plan Nom 2 of 1953. or on Senate Resolution 100. 

The subcommittee then will hear from the Secretary of Agriculture 
on Monday morning, May 18, to permit him to present his views in 
behalf of the plan, and to provide any information that will be helpful 
to the committee in the clarification of points that may be raised at 
the hearings, and to submit details with regard to reorganizations in 
the Department that may be contemplated under the authority of 
the plan 

The chairman will also wish to enter into the record letters received 
from other Senators, including at the moment Senator Hunt and 
Senator Robertson 

The letters referred to are as follows 

UNITED STATES SENATI 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVIC! 
ipril 22, 1953 
Hon. MARGARET CHASE SMITH 
Uy ed State Senate Wasi ington, 72. as 

DerAR SENATOR SmitH: Your letter with reference to hearings on Senate Reso- 
lution 100, introduced by Senator Russell, to disapprove Reorganization Plan 
No. 2, 1953, is acknowledged with thanks 

It is not my wish to testify on this resolution but more and more I am becoming 
concerned with this type of legislation, if it can be called legislation To my 
way of thinking, Congress is surrendering its prerogatives and in this particular 
case we have no information and are unable to get any information with reference 
to what action the Secretary of Agriculture intends to take regarding reorganiza- 





tion 
Consolidation, transfer of duties and possibly complete elimination of some 
functions under this resolution are of tremendous importance to the agriculture 
people of my State. Before voting favorably on Reorganization Plan No. 2, or 
voting favorably on the resolution to disapprove, I should like to know specifically 
and have it made a matter or record, just what the Secretary of Agriculture intends 
to do 
On the other hand, if the Secretary of Agriculture cannot advise in detail with 
reference to changes he expects to make, then I feel the resolution to disapprove 
should be adopted until such time as the Secretary can work out his program and 
give us definite information. 
Would appreciate having this letter made a part of the hearing, if you will 
please 
Very truly yours, 
Lester C. Hun, 
United States Senator. 
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UNITED STATES SENATI 


COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
Apr I } 
Hon. Marcarer Cy SMIT 
Ch n, Suhco / Reo ! } 
Committ G nt Oy ior 
1 \/ \ ate af ») ¢ 
DD R OH MAN SMI Tha O for our . } 
1 et the o i I P lent ( i ( ( R i i 
on P 2 and ( alvsis of wha i 
W hile 4 sO ad ( re | ’ } 
opportu! V to te ( 1*Kesol 10 i i ) 100, I hall 
yport i : 3 i ~ of Agricultur 
f oO revise eir re ‘ au ( i ( 1 
i Wha ey | Hoo eA i it ed 
vour « n e ana . 1 if DY Osa f ereacs } 
i perhaps e¢ l LD ( of A proposed 














ind pe ap ere ( ra ip} 4 1 
ind o! f em led i 
{om miss rie ( ( pce l 1 1 
Unde ese Cire i | ( ' | ‘ ' ( 
. ild bye atifie ~ eta \ I i 1 a l 
i ec} 
\\ est es. | 
\ \ Ror rson 
, | ) ' ' 1 
senator SMITH | should also like to melud rthe re rd at this 
point & copy of Publhe Law 109, Sist Congress, entitled ‘““‘The Reor 
vanization Act of 1949 and a copy of Public Law 3 of the S3d 
(Congress, amendin th it act 
The laws re ferred tO are as follows 
Purgtic Law 109—SIsr Concress 
CoH R 226 IST SESBIO 
H.R 
\ 
be 1 acted by ti ar i ) } { S/ 
Lime n Congre / 
TITLE | 
SHORT TITI 
me¢ TION l This Act a « ‘ ted as the ‘Reorgani \ eI \ or 1949 
NEED OR REOR( Ni ONS 
Sec. 2. (a) The President shall examine and fr e to t e! imine the 
organization of all agencies of the Government and shall d rmine hat changes 
therein are necessary to a iplish the following purpos 
(1) to promote the better execution of the la the eff ive manage 
ment of the exe e prancl! f he Gover ne i its agen ind 
fu tions ane the ¢ ed ( is adn ati Ot t I Du ne 
2 to reduce expe ires and pr te 4 ! to tl fullest « ent 
consistent with the efficient operation of the Goverr 
3) to ine tl efficier of tl opera f ti ( rime P 
fullest extent pra abl 
4) to group, coordinat and consolidate agenci and f tior f the 
Government, neal a may be accorau ( rposes 
5) to red the r of agencié vy col y those having LT 
functions ul a le nead and to abolis } agencies o1 func ons 
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thereof as may not be necessary for the efficient conduct of the Government 
and 
6) to eliminate overlapping and duplication of effort 
b) The Congress declares that the public interest demands the carrying out of 
the purposes specified in subsection (a) and that such purposes may be accom- 
plished in great measure by proceeding under the provisions of this Act, and can 
be act plished more speedily thereby than by the enactment of specifi 
legi iL1 
REORGANIZATION PLANS 
Si Whenever President, after investigation, finds that 
] he transfer of the whole or any part of any agency, or of the whole 
or a part of e functions thereof,*to the jurisdiction and control of a1 
other ‘ \ or 
2 abol yn of all or any part of the funetion of anv age ( 
} I ynsolida or coordination of whole or a | of a 
‘ or « he whole or a part o ( ti ereo e whole or 
1 part of a othe a nev or t l tio! thereol: or 
} ‘ msolidatio or ore a oO i part of anv ave v or the 
fu ( ot wit Aa oO ( art of he arn rue ( or 1O1 
ther ( 
e autho ation of ar off r to delegate Vv ol ! runetu or 
f e abolition of the who ora part of anv agerne ! Loe oO! 
pa Oe ot have or up the iking effect of ne reorga a pia W 
i Dec i Ac! 1D t eo re ¢ e purpose of ection 2 } ha 
prepare a reorga ation pla Ol ‘ aking ol the reorganizatio is to 
he has made finding nd W ( I eid the plat wid tral iit DIA 
bearing a entilving number) to the Congr together with a declaration tha 
Ww respe o each reorga ation included he plan, he has fo 1 ut sucl 
reo 1 Allo | necessatl TO ac my ( e or more of the pu Se ( 
t 2 (a The delivery to both Houses shall be « e same dav and all be 
ma wh House while ( ( e President, in his message trans- 
m gal ganizat pia ll specify with respect to each abolition of a 
fun ( the pla he tatutorv author for the ex h 
Furic ) and shah spe he redu mm of expenditure en dso far as prac- 
t i ( t probable will be brought about | the ta ng effect of the 
reorgal a nel led in the pla 
OTHFR CONTENTS OF PLAN 
‘ \ I ga at | ransmitte ) the Preside sec- 
tio 
ull 1 l cle ( 1 { ! wy 
28 iff 1} i naroar , und tl er head: and ia Tu 
nate the me of anv ag resulting from a reorgat ation and the tit! 
ead 
2 i uclude provisions for the appointment and compensa n of 
head and one or more other officers of at age l g ab age resu 
ing ir a col olidatior or otner t\ pe of reorganizatic the Pre ick nt 
find uid in his message transmitting the plan declares, that by re mota 
reorga made bv the plan such provisions are necessatr | head s 
provided for mav be an individual or mav be a commission or board eith two 
or more member In the case of any such appointment the term of office 
hall not be fixed at more than four vears, the compensation shall not be at 
a rate in exce of that found by the President to prevail in respect of com- 
parable officers in the executive branch, and, if the appointment is not under 
the classified civil service, it shal! be bv the President, bv and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, exce pt that, in the case of ar officer of the 
municipal goverament of the District of Columbia mav be bv the Board 
of Commissioners or other bods or officer of such government designated in 
the plan 


8) shall make provision for the transfer or other disposition of the records, 
property, and personne! affected by any reorganization; 

(4) shall make provision for the transfer of such unexpended balances of 
appropriations, and of other funds, available for use in connection with any 
function or agency affected by a reorganization, he 


as deems necessary by 
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Approved February Ll, 1953 

Senator SmirH. Senator Russell, we are very pleased to have you 
here this morning to talk with us on your resolution, S. Res. 100, and 
we should like to hear what you have to Say. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD B. RUSSELL, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Senator Russety. Thank you, Madam Chairman 

1 wish to express to you and to your committee My appreciation ol 
your courtesy in affording me this opportunity to appear and discuss 
Senate Resolution 100, which expresses disapproval of Reorganization 
Plan No. 2 of 1953 

At the outset I wish to make it perfectly clear that [ am not opposed 
to a proper reorganization of the functions of the Department of 
Agriculture. There are unquestionably areas in which reorganization 
of that Department would produce greater efficiency in administering 
our farm programs. 

I stand ready and willing to support any reasonable reorganization 
plan submitted by the President in accordance with the spirit and 

All 67 Stat. 4 


t 9 
Stat. 205 
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intent of the Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended by the Congress 
this year 

During my tenure in the Senate, I have supported all of the legisla- 
vion providing for the reorganization of our National Government in 


the quest for efficiency and economy. I shall continue to support 
that basi principle The results of some of the plans that have been 
adopted heretofore have been rather disappointing. No notable 


economies have flowed from any reorganization that has occurred 
heretofore, so far as I am advised 

It seems that to secure any real economy in Government, it will be 
necessary 101 the Congress to resort to the idea of reducin: uppro- 
priations rather than depending upon reorganization. But some of 
the programs have undoubtedly contributed to the efficiency of the 
Government, and I still approve of the basic policy of the Reorganiza- 
tion Act 

But I submit, Madam Chairman, that the so-called Reorganization 
Plan No. 2 of 1953 does not propose to reorganize the Department of 
\ericult int It Is purely a sweeping grant of power to an ynelected 
tl ) 


Official, the Secretary of Agriculture, to reorganize that | 


It uses the machinery of the Reorganization Act, under which the 


Congress required that the President submit specihe reorganization 


epartment 


plans, to delegate great powers to one of the Executive Departments 
of the Government, a power that I dare say the Congress would never 
oTant by way ol direct legislation 

There is no doubt in my mind, Madam Chairman, that if the Con 
gress approves this Reorganization Plan, it will represent the most 
complete abdication of legislative responsibility and power that has 
ever been made by this body 

In the passage of the reorganization laws, the Congress has always 
established certain specific safeguards to protect the proper preroga- 
tives of the legislative branch of the Government. The law requires 
that the President submit to us a reorganization plan which we may 
approve or disapprove, under the conditions set forth in the act 

The power of the President of the United States to reorganize the 
executive branch of the Government has in each piece of legislation 
that has been enacted, been strictly limited as to time. When we 
enacted the amendment extending the Reorganization Act in this 
Congress, we placed a definite time limit of April 1, 1955, on the powers 
of the President to reorganize. 

Sut this alleged reorganization plan has no time limit It is a 
permanent delegation to any individual who happens to be Secretary 
of Agriculture to shift or alter the functions and activities of that 
Department to accord with his views without submitting to the Con- 
gress the proposed changes that he desires to make. 

I wish to point out that there is no time limit, that this will confer 
these powers permanently. It gives to the Office of the Secretary of 
\griculture far greater power than the Congress has ever been willing 
to give to the duly elected President of the United States, because it is 
without time limit and without having to submit back to the Congress, 
what he proposes to do. 

If this plan be approved, the Congress has surrendered legislative 
control over the Department to an appointive official for all time to 


come, 


REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 19 


We all know as poo men that any President would support 
any shifts that might be made even after 1955 in the Department of 
Acriculture, and that means in essence that the Congress would be 
required to summon a two-thirds vote to override a Presidential veto 
to enable the Congress ever to assert its control over the activities of 
this Department, although every activity in the Department is a 
creature of the Congress of the United States. 

Reorganization Plan No. 2 is nothing but a blank check. It ts 
not even a blank check made out to the President of the United 
States, but, as | have pointed out, it is to an appointive official. Once 
we sign this check, if we approve this alleged plan, the Secretary of 
Agriculture will have in effect taken over the powers and prerogatives 
of the Congress with respect to congressionally created functions of 
the Government. 

I submit, Madam Chairman, that there is nothing in any of the 
Reorganization Acts which showed any intent whatsoever on the 
part of = ongress to grant any such power to a member of the Presi- 
dent’s Cabinet. The entire basic law delegates the power to the 
nia Pas wherein it is tied in with the time limitation. 

Section 2 of the act Says 


Che President shall examine and from me to t e reexamine the organiZatior 
of all agencies of the Government and shall deter vnat char therein are 
necessary to accomplish tl LOLIOW & purpos 


It then sets out the six purposes declared by the Congress 

I believe the Chair has alre ady inserted the Reorganization Act of 
1949 in the record. So I will not read all of these purposes 

Section 3 says: 

Whenever tl President, after investigation, fu 


and the findings that he must make are set forth 


he shall prepare a reorganization plan * * * and tra nit such pian to the 
Congress * * * the deliver to both Houses all be ¢ the same day and shall 
be made to ea House while i s in sessi The Pr lent, in his n Lee 
transmitting a reorganization plan, shall specify \ respect to each al tior 
of a function included in e plan the statutory aut ritv tor ti xercise of sucl 
function, and shall specify the reduction of expenditures temized so far as 
practicable) which it is probable will be brought about by the taking effect of 
the reorganization included in the plat 

Section 4: 

Any reorganization plan transmitted by the President under sertio1 


the entire act shows that the Congress never intended for the Presi- 
dent to use the machinery of a Reorganization Act to delegate to 
a member of his Cabinet power that is greater than the Congress gave 
to the President himself when they passed the Reorganization Act. 

Now, | oe Madam Chairman, that my position cannot be 
construed as a reflection upon the present Secretary of Agriculture 
This plan aa not involve the question of personalities. There is 
very little difference between Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 and 
Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1950. 

The Congress refused to grant this blank-check authority to a 
Democratic Secretary of Agriculture in 1950. 1 was one of those 
who op7ose d that grant of power. 

[ am opposed to granting such blank-check authority to a Repub- 
lican Secretary of Agric ulturein 1953, and if in the future the vicissi- 
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tudes of politics bring the Democrats back into the control of the 
Government and I am in Congress at the time, I will continue to 
refuse to vote for any such abdication of congressional power as this 
plan No. 2 provides 

| listened with great interest as the distinguished chairman read 
some of the differences which she said distinguished plan No. 4 of 1950 
from plan No. 2 of 1953. L have read both plans very carefully. 
There are some differences in them Sut I must submit that they 
are very minor in character, and | could not agree that they were 
quite as outstanding as the chairman has indicated. 

1 understood her to Say that there was assurance that the proposed 
changes would meet with the approval of those that were affected. 
But | find no such provision in the reorganization plan. It gives the 
Secretary the right, if he wishes to, to have hearings, but it does not 
even require him to have hearings on the plan. It says that to such 
extent to which he regards it to be advisable he can have hearings on 
the plan. And | consider this matter of hearings in here to be mere 
window dressing. There is no appeal, and there is no way on earth, 
if all of the farmers of America were to disapprove of something that 
the Se retary of Agriculture wished to do under this plan, in the year 
LYO0, whereby they could enforce their demands 

It does not transfer to the Secretary the functions of the Farm 
Credit Administration. In that degree it is an improvement over 
plan No. 4 of 1950. 

It also does not give the Secretary the same power over the appro- 
priations for the current fiscal year as plan No. 4 did. 

But | submit that the heart of this whole plan, placing all of the 
functions in the Office of the Secretary of Agriculture, whoever he 
may be, is identical with the 1950 plan which was condemned as a 
blanket abdication of the power of the Congress, by Republicans and 
Democrats alike. There was scarcely a dissenting voice raised. 

To sustain that position, | merely wish to read into the record the 
pertinent portion of both plans, which is found in section 1. Here is 
plan No. 4 of 1950: 


SECTION 1 Transfer of functions to the Secretary | xcept as otherwise provided 
in subsection (b) of this section, there are hereby transferred to the Secretary of 
Agriculture all funetions of all other officers of the Department of Agriculture 
and all functions of all agencies and emplovees of such Depart ment 


Here is the language of plan No. 2 of 1953, that really conveys the 

power: 
Subject to the exceptions specified in subsection (b) of this section, there are 
hereby transferred to the Secretary of Agriculture all functions not now vested 
in him of all other officers and all agencies and employees of the Department of 
Agriculture. 

I submit that there is no difference whatever except that one uses 
the word “except” and the other uses the word “subject.”” They both 
are subject to the same criticism that was made to the plan of 1950, 
that it was too sweeping a grant of congressional power of unlimited 
duration to an appointive officer. 

Now, the 1950 resolution of disapproval was offered as a non- 
partisan measure. It was sponsored by 2 Democrats and 2 Republi- 
cans. The senior Senator from Florida, Mr. Holland, and the junior 
Senator from South Carolina, Mr. Johnston, were the Democrats, 
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and the senior Senator from Kansas, Mr. Schoeppel, and the senior 
Senator from Minnesota, Mr. 'Thye, were the Republicans. 
At the hearings before this committee, witnesses opposed the plan. 


Thev attacked it as an unbridled grant of power. It was attacked 
on the ground that the plan did not conform to the report of the 
Hoover Commission. It was assailed because the reorganization was 


sought before the Department knew the nature of a long-range farm 
program that might be adopted by agriculture in this country 

I submit that all three of those objections apply to this pending 
proposal 

I do not wish to burden the record by lengthy statements from those 
hearings, but in looking over them, I was interested to find that some 
of those who are in effect seeking this power at the present time, 
roundly condemned this grant of power in 1950. For example, I 
want to read a brief excerpt from the testimony of Hon. John H. 
Davis, at the present time the Director of Commodity Marketing and 
Adjustment, but who appeared as a witness before this committee as 
the executive secretary of the National Council of Farme Coopera- 
tives, and I quote now from Mr. Davis’ testimony. I shall not read 


all of it, but just excerpts 


Hi ‘ ( ve ae ( i t f i ( We ait 
i\ ton u ) ind too much la ide for e peop ul 
cart i! 
At tl ese ricult pe ) or ies f a state of 
\ Lhe i pla Ba ry 1 stri I he eX T ears 18S 
rt ( iitelv ervstalll There are 1Ou i } ire | rd ) 
and it seems ous ths it 1 very ditheult and unw e to try to reorgat e he 
Department until we know what kind of farm plan the Department is to carry out. 


[ submit that that language applies to the condition in this country 
today relating to agriculture with just as much force as it did when 
that statement was made in 1950. 

We have secured extensions of the 90 percent support plan from 
time to time with power in the Secretary to control production, at 
least insofar as the basic commodities are concerned. But that law 
expires next year, and so far as I am advised, the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture and his Director, Commodity Marketing and Adjustment, and 
assistants, have never vet disclosed to the American people the plan 
that they would recommend to the Congress to be applied in this 
country to the farmers after 1954. 

So that language of Mr. Davis, who is the present Director, Com- 
modity Marketing and Adjustment, applies with great force to the 
condition in which the American farmer finds himself today 

I now proceed to read further from Mr. Davis’ statement: 

I think we will know much more about the shape of our farm policy within a 
few months, and the reorganization should be geared to the evolving farm policy. 


So we do not think now is a good time for a reorganization to take place 


I hope we know more about the shape of our farm policy within a 
few months than today. 

We feel further that Congress should assume the responsibility for the laying 
out of the general outline of organization at the time Congress lays out the general 
outline of basie farm policy 

The other point that I want to make is this: Within the Department of Agricul- 


ture there are a number of strong, well-organized agencies. They are agencies 
that are set up to carry out important functions. The people that are heading 


those agencies and that are working in those agencies are most of them very 
sincere people 
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I am willing in applying it today to concede that they are all fair 
people 

but it is only human nature for a person to think that his particular task and his 
particular agency is the most important. The result is that whenever a reorgani- 
zation takes place in the Department, and they are fairly common, it is more or 
less a matter of rivalry among agencies as to which particular program and a rency 
will be dominant 


Here he projects himself into the future: 


I think that any future reorganizations will pretty much suffer from the same 


type of pressure from within the Department This being true, it seems to us 
that it is going to be very difficult for any Secretary of Agriculture, and this is no 
reflection upon any particular Secretary of Agriculture, to build and put ir 
effect from within the Department the outline of a sound reorganization 


I will say in connection with that statement that that was un- 
doubtedly the view of the Congress when they placed the power to 
reorganize in the President of the United States, where it properly 
belongs, rather than to have any such blanket grant of power given 
to any appointive official. 

Now, Mr. Davis gets down to the most objectionable feature of the 
plan, and I certainly say that this is worthy of notice by the com 
mittee: 


The thir that we object to most is that plan t turns over to the Secretary the 









W ‘ b of reorganization, and then it provides that if after experimentat 
with such plan that does not work, he is free to reorganize it again, as he se 
fit Pd 

We oppose plan No. 4 because it turns over the whole job of reorganizing and 
determining the center of emphasis within the Department to the Seerctary 
If I were Secretary, I certainly would prefer to have Congress outline the organ- 
ization structure, rather than attempt to do it myself. 


That is the objection that comes from, as I stated, the present 
Director of Commodity Marketing and Adjustment. 

Another prominent official of the Department, the Honorable Romeo 
E. Short, who now has a very important position as head of one of the 
new divisions of the Department created by the present Sec retary, 
and who I understand is in line for the office of Assistant Secretary 
if the Congress creates the two new Assistant Secretaries prov ided by 
this new reorganization plan, likewise appeared before the committee 
on Reorganization Plan No. 4 and I will read a brief excerpt from his 
statement: 

Reorganization Plan No. 4 submitted by the President on March 13 constitutes 
a general grant of authority to the Secretary of Agriculture, without direction or 
guidance to him to carry out any phase of reorganization recommended either by 
the Hoover Commission or its task force on agriculture. Since it is without guide 
or direction, we regard the plan as an unwise grant of general authority and power. 


It is exactly and identically the same power that is proposed in 
this plan. 


Reorganization Plan No. 4 is really not a plan A plan should have recommen- 
dations, framework, and structure. Plan 4 does not have these. It is therefore 
not a plan 

We would like to call attention to the fact that the United States Department 
of Agriculture is a very large Department; its agencies reach into every State, 
into every community and into every county, not with just one program, but 
with several If in the future, effort was made to misuse this extensive adminis- 
trative organization, the ill effects or the disadvantages of centralized government 
might be much more noticeable in an organization of this kind than in some of the 
other administrative branches of government. We would like to eall attention 
to the fact that the legislative history of the reorganization act indicates that the 
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reorganization plans submitted to Congress would be in some detail, so that the 
Congress would know, and everyone else would know something about the 
direction the reorganization was taking Reorganization plans are supposed to 
go into considerable detail, thus enabling the Congress to have some check on 
authority granted in the Reorganization Act 

Therefore, we want to again say that by reason of the fact that plan No. 4 is 
really not a plan—just a grant of authority without congressional check—we feel 
it should be rejected. 

Now, Madam Chairman, that is the basis of my objection to this 
plan, which is to all intents and purposes and in its very essence 
identical with Plan No. 4 that the Congress rejected practically 
unanimously in 1950 

Now. the resolution to which | referred, introduced by the four 
distinguished Senators that 1 named, in the year 1950, was approved 
by a bipartisan majority of the Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Department. Iam sure that the members of this committee 
remember the report that they made, but for the purpose of this 
record I wish to read two paragraphs from the majority report on 
plan No. 4 of 1950 (S. Rept. No. 1566, 81st Cong., 2d sess.). This is 
from the report: 

In the final analysis, the Congress, if it approves Reorganization Plan No. 4, 
will be completely surrendering its prerogatives as to the basic policies of the 
Government in the field of agriculture, and will place the farmers under the com- 
plete jurisdiction of the administration in power for whatever political manipula- 
tions the present or any future Secretary of Agriculture may be disposed to utilize. 

The plan contains no compulsion or mandate to the Secretary that he shall 
reorganize the Department, nor is there any provision in the plan which would 
place any limitation on his authority to disrupt one service with which he is not in 
full accord in favor of another which he might favor. It places in the Secretary 
a blank check to use or not in any manner he may desire how and hereafter without 
advance indications to the Congress as to what action he will take to effect re- 





rl 


organizations either in accord with or opposed to Hoover Commission recom- 
mendation 

I did not catch from the reading of the Chair’s statement as to 
whether the letter of Hon. Herbert Hoover, the former President, 
approved this specific plan or not. I assume that he probably did. 

| have just been handed a copy of former President Hoover’s 
statement, in which he urges the adoption of this plan, plan No. 2 of 
1953, on the ground that the organization of the Department of 
Agriculture is obsolete. He did not, as I understand it, urge the 
adoption of the plan in 1950, when another political party was in 
power, and it is noteworthy that seven of the eight members of the 
Hoover Commission Task Force that examined the Department of 
Agriculture, made an exhaustive inquiry into its operations, and 
appeared before this committee in 1950 and urged that Reorganization 
Plan No. 4, which is identical with the pending plan in its power, be 
rejected because it did not conform to the plans of the Hoover 
Commission. 

I do not know when the light broke on Mr. Hoover and caused him 


to see that this plan was in accord with the report of the Commission, 
but certainly in 1950 he did not find that a virtually identical plan 
was in accord with the report, and 7 of the 8 members of his task force 
heartily disapproved of this same plan.! 

Now, Madam Chairman, and members of this subcommittee, | 
submit that this is a question of principle and not of partisanship. The 
objections which were stated in 1950 lie against this plan today, and 


1 In this connection, see comment of Dean H. R, Rusk, p. 193. 
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the principle which the Congress stated so forcefully when it was 
practically unanimous in rejecting plan No. 4 should be reiterated 
today in equal force in rejecting plan No. 2. Certainly there is 
nothing partisan in my attitude in this matter. | opposed the plan 
under both administrations. It so happens that I have been identified, 
in as large a degree as my capacity permitted, with agricultural legis- 
lation since | first became a Member of the Senate. 

1 am proud of the measures that | have handled on the floor of the 
Senate and of the record that | have made in attempting to handle the 
agricultural appropriation bill for 18 vears, and more than that, | am 
proud of the fact that on a number of occasions, the members of the 
opposition party have stated on the floor of the Senate, and it will be 
found in the Congressional Record, on several occasions that there 
has never been the slightest hint of partisanship in my handling of farm 
legislation or farm appropriations. And I would regret to see partisan 
considerations now come into play in the consideration ol this plan 
that was condemned almost unanimously by the Congress in 1950 

Madam Chairman, I cannot conceive of any reason on earth which 
justifies the failure of the Department of Agriculture to give the 
President for transmission to the Congress a specific plan for thi 
reorganization of that Department, in accordance with the spirit 
and intent of the Reorganization Act Certainly, there have been 
ample studies made of the Department over the vears. The Hoover 
Commission came forward with very specific proposals as to the 
administrative reorganization of the Department 

It recommended that the Department be grouped into eight major 
units: Staff Services, Research Services, Extension Services, Acri 
cultural Resources Conservation Services, Commodity Adjustment 
Services, Regulatory Services, Agricultural Credit Services, and Rural 
Electrification Services. 

That was not the first study that had been made by the Depart 
ment of Agriculture. There is an immense amount of data available 
for the Sec retary of Agriculture and the President to conform to the 
letter and spirit of the Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended by 
the bill handled on the floor of the Senate by the distinguished chair- 
man in this session of the Congress 

Let them prepare and submit to the Congress a specific proposal for 
the reorganization of the Department of Avriculture. 

The Secretary does not have to do all of his reorganizing at one 
time. If he sees where one bit of reorganization is important, he can 
prepare an order for the President to send down to Congress, as stated 
in the act, and the Congress can approve that plan in piecemeal. 
He has until April 1, 1955, to submit as many specific plans as he 
desires to submit. 

(And I contend with all the force that I have that that is the intent 
of the Reorganization Act, that the Congress should know the form 
that the Department is to take after the reorganization is had before 
it approves a reorganization plan. 

We are entitled to a specific statement from the Department of 
Agriculture as to its plans for reorganization and to an opportunity 
to study the specific plan. 

Anyone who would read this reorganization plan would never know 
that the Hoover Commission had ever been appointed, or made a 
report, even though Mr. Hoover endorses this blank-check proposal 
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It does not even relate directly or indirec tly to the report of the Hoover 
Commission. The Secretary of Agriculture could absolutely disre- 
gard it; he could adopt it. He does not have to do anything. © He can 
do anything that he wishes in the Department under this proposal. 

He has ample time now to submit plans without having us, from 
here on out, giving the Secretary of Agriculture any such great powe1 
We have changes in the politic ral ( ‘comple xion of this Nation It might 
be that some time in the future as the pendulum of politics swings 
back and forth, there might be another Democratic Sectetary of Agri- 
culture in powe Fr; and if he does come into power, he would be vested 
with all of the unlimited powers over the farm activities in this country 
that were found so obnoxious in 1950 when there was a Democrati: 
Secretary of Agriculture 

I say that it is a grant ‘of power that no man, Republican or Demo- 
cratic, should have, because it is an abjec t surrender of the Congress 
of its power and responsibility in the legislative field 

Now, this blank-check proposal should be rejected, and we should 
be given specific Information in a reorganization act as to what the 
Secretary of Agriculture proposes to do. He has made no such state 
ment. I inquired of him before the Senate Appropriations Subcom 
mittee on Agriculture as to what he had in mind after this order was 
submitted. He stated that he did not have any specific plans for the 
reorganization of the Department 

So why should we not reject this proposal, and let him go back and 
ret some specific plans and submit them in such terms that the Mem 
bers of the Congress and the farmers of this Nation can understand 
them? If we accept a proposal of this kind, giving this permanent 
and unlimited power, without having the slightest idea as to what is 
going to be done with the functions of the Department of Agriculture, 
the Congress might as well shut up shop and go home, as far as agri- 
cultural legislation is concerned 

This proposal, if it is adopted, will place the destiny of the American 
farmer in the hands of whoever happens to be the head of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture from this time henceforward, if it is approved 
There is not a member of this committee, and indeed there is not a 
Member of Congress, who has the slightest idea as to what will be 
done with the various functions of the Department under this plan 

Now, which one of the functions will be magnified and given greater 
power? Which one will be subordinated and in effect stifled or elim- 
inated? 

Those are questions of importance to the farmers of America, and 
we are entitled to a direct answer before we grant any such power 
as this. 

I know that every member of this committee is keenly conscious of 
his responsibility to the people of our Nation, and the Congress has 
no greater responsibility than that in the field of agriculture. It is a 
responsibility of an unusual character. Agriculture is basic to the life 
of our people. Under the laws enacted by the Congress, the Depart- 
ment has a great responsibility in determining the amount of food and 
fiber that will be available for the sustenance of our people. 

The question of food and fiber is the one basic, the one fundamental, 
in our entire social structure and in our life. 

Over the years, the Congress has built agricultural programs that 
have gone forward to increase the prosperity and well-being of the 
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American farmer. We have erected safeguards against many of the 
hazards and disadvantages that brought about the great farm depres- 
sion of the twenties and thirties, the depression that spread until 
it threatened our entire economy, if not our form of Government. 

Madam Chairman, there is no way for the Congress to avoid its 
responsibility in this matter. In my judgment, if reorganizations 
are had in the years to come, not necessarily during the incumbency 
of the present Secretary of Agriculture or any other Secretary of 
Agriculture, that are harmful to the farmer, the farmer will blame 
the Congress and not the executive branch of the Government. If 
there are failures, they will be our failures, if we approve this plan, 
and we will be held accountable therefor. 

We can abandon our power and our responsibility, as is proposed 
in this plan, but we cannot absolve ourselves of accountability. 

[ submit again, Madam Chairman, that this plan should be rejected. 
The Secretary of \griculture should prepare, and the President should 
submit to the Congress, a new reorganization plan that clearly sets 
forth his intentions as to the functions of the Department. And 
when he submits a plan in accordance with the spirit and intention 
of the Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended, I am sure that any 
reasonable plan or any that I can conceive of that he might submit 
will meet with the sympathetic consideration of responsible legis- 
lators whose primary concern is the interest of our people. 

I appreciate the fact that I was accorded a hearing this morning, 
and I wish to point out again that in the report of this committee, 
in reporting the extension of the Reorganization Act of 1949, on 
page three of the committee’s report, (S. Rept. No. 36, 83d Cong., 
Ist session), the committee goes into detail in stating that these 
reorganization plans are to be submitted to the Congress for its 
approval, and that the Congress, by virtue of the fact that it will be 
advised of the nature of the plan, will have the full knowledge of what 
is to transpire within the field. and the power to exercise its legislative 
responsibility and reject a plan which does not meet with its approval. 

| submit that this is too great a grant of power, and that it extends 
it in perpetuity. There is no time limit 7 it anywhere, and the 
Congress ought to have a higher concept of its powers and functions 
and responsibilities under the division of power set forth in our form 
of Government, than to sign any such blank check without having 
the slightest idea as to the figures that would be filled in by the payee 
of the check, the Secretary of Agriculture. 

I thank the Chair. 

Senator Smira#. Thank you very much, Senator Russell, for giving 
the committee your views on Reorganization Plan No. 2. 

If | understand you correctly, you do believe that there are changes 
needed in the Agricultural Department? 

Senator Russe.y. There are unquestionably changes that can be 
made that will increase the efficiency of that Department, just as 
there are in - other. 

As I stated at the outset, my experience over 20 years ,with some 
four or five reorganization plans that I have supporte d, does not leave 
me very hope ful that any great savings will flow from these reorgan- 
izations. It seems that we create additional secretaries every time we 
reorganize, and that may be in the interests of efficiency, but there 
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are undoubtedly areas in the Department where reorganization will 
improve the services to the farmei 

But | submit that where the Congress has patiently and with great 
labor all over the vears created these functions, we are entitled to 
know when one is to be abolished, when one is to be subordinated, or 
when one’s authority is to be enlarged to cover that of another function 
that was created by Congress 

| nder this plan we have ho way on earth of KHOW Me what V ill be 
done unless we read it in the press, after it is already an accomplished 
fact. | am perfectly willing to support any reasonable plan that the 
Secretary might prepare and submit to the President for his submission 
to us in accordance with the spirit of the Reorganization Act, and | 
have told him of that willingness personally | have discussed the 
changes with him that | thought should take place in the Department 
of Agriculture. [| am willing to support any reasonable program of 
reorganization 


nullify any influence of the Congress over the nature of the funetions 
of the Department of Agriculture, I say that that is a grant of 


But when we take a step that will from henceforward practically 


authority that goes entirely too far. That is the effeet of this plan. 

Senator Smirx. If | understand correctly, then, Senator Russell, 
your principal objections to the plan are: One, that there is no time 
limit on the plan; two, that the plan is not specifie enough; three, 
that it gives too much power to other than an elected official; and, 
four, that it should be done largely by legislation 

Senator Russetu. No, not necessarily by legislation | am _ per- 


) 


feetly willing for the President to send a plan her reorganize the 
Department of Agriculture every day, so long a ongress knows 
what he 1s doing. | just do not want to buy a pig in a poke | do 
not know what is proposed here In other words f we \ re to get 
a Secretary of Agriculture in the good vear of 1965, let us say, who 
Administration, | think 
the C'ongress ought to have a right to vote on that reorganization 
plan before they abolish it, or before they subordina 
where it cannot operate 

Under this plan we do not have that right | am perfectly willing 
to follow the Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended by the bill 
handled by the Chair this vear, in reorganizing the Department of 
Agriculture, and [I will support those programs. But I want to 
know what they are, and | want them to have a time limit on them, 


proposed to abolish the Rural Electrification 


r 


to where they will finally vel the Di partm nt reorganized, and not 
permit the Department to be set up according to the whim or fancy 
of whoever happens to be the Secretary of Agriculture, rather than 
in accord with what Congress thinks 

These are congressionally created functions, Madam Chairman, 
Neither the Secretary of Agriculture nor the President nor the two of 
them combined, can create a function in the Department of Agr- 
culture. They are created DY the Congress The Congress should 
know when they are to be abolished or when they are to be enlarged 
or when they are to be minimized or when they are to be subordinated 
or when they are to be extended. 

All that I ask is that we follow what I understand to be the clear 
policy of the Reorganization Act and tell the Congress some idea of 
what they are going to do with these multiple operations that affect 
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the lives of every American citizen; of course, primarily the farmers, 
in the first instance. 

Senator Smirx. There have been many efforts made to reorganize 
the Department of Agriculture, have there not? 

Senator RUSSELL. If there has ever been ANY plan except this 
blank-check plan, I am not aware of it. 

Senator Smirx. There have been a number of bills introduced in the 
Congress during the past vears dealing with reorganizations in the 
Department, but there has not been any progress made 

Senator Russeuu. In the administration of President Truman the 
Secretary wanted this blank-check power, and I submit that, if Mr. 
Truman and Secretary Brannan had submitted a specific reorganiza- 
tion plan for the Department of Agriculture, it would have been ap- 
proved by the Congress. 

In my judgment, if President Eisenhower and Secretary Benson 
would come in and take the Congress into their confidence in what they 
propose, that plan would be approved by the Congress of the United 
States 

But that is an entirely different proposition from just delegating 
this sweeping power in perpe tuity from here on out. 

How is the Congress ever to recapture it? 

Now, the Reorganization Act will expire by operation of law on 
April 1, 1955, unless it is extended by the Congress. The powers to 
reorganize and to shift and to shuffle, which are delegated to the Office 
of the Secretary of Agriculture by this bill, will never expire unless the 
Congress passes some bill over a Presidential veto to recapture them. 
That is the only way that you can possibly get them back. 

Senator Smiru. The Congress enacted into law the Reorganization 
Act for the purpose of expediting action when congressional procedures 
failed. Would you not believe that the Congress would have full 
opportunity to act legislatively if the plan did not work satisfactorily? 

Senator Russeit. No, Madam Chairman; I do not believe so, for 
the reason that I stated. No President of the United States is going 
to have any man in the office of Secretary of Agriculture that he 
cannot support. Ordinarily the Congress can create or diminish or 
enlarge a function in that Department by an ordinary majority vote. 
But, if the Congress were to undertake to overturn a reorganization 
plan of the Secretary of Agriculture, the Chair knows as well as I 
do, as a practical legislator who has had great experience and who has 
great ability, that the President would veto the bill. And you are 
putting yourself in a position where it would take a two-thirds vote 
to recapture an authority which the Constitution says that Congress 
has by a simple majority vote. And that is in perpetuity, because 
this power that is given to the Secretary of Agriculture does not 
expire in 1955. It is in that office from here on out unless Congress 
can mobilize a two-thirds vote to recapture any of it, and that is 
most unlikely in view of the differences of opinion that we have as to 
farm programs at this time. 

Senator Smiru. The plan, Senator Russell, provides that the 
Secretary shall consult with interested persons or groups before 
reorganization may become effective. 

Senator Russeuu. It says as far as he deems it practicable for him 
to do so. He does not have to do it. If the Chair will just read the 
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sentence before, she will find that the Secretary shall, as far as he 
deems it practicable, consult with 

Senator Surra. Do you not think that the Secretary would consult 
with the chairmen of the agricultural committees before he made any 
real change? 

Senator Russevyi. | assume that he would, perhaps, in this admin- 
istration. We have had administrations where they would not have, 
and we may have them again somewhere down the line where he 
would not confer with the chairmen of these committees. That comes 
right back to the fact that this is permanent legislation. The Congress 
sought to avoid a situation of that kind by putting a shutoff date on 
the President of the United States with his powers. But this plan 
would give a greater power to a nonelected official. 

Senator SmirH. Senator Russell, we have on this committee 
members who have had considerably more experience than I have 
had in agriculture. In fact, | am flanked by them, one on each side 
of me, in particular, and | shall lean especially on the Senator from 
Idaho in this matter 

Senator Dworshak, have you some questions? 

Senator DworsHak. Thank you tor that compliment, Madam 
Chairman. I do not know that | am any more qualified than the 
other members of this group, men like Senator Dirksen, who have had 
long experience in the field of agriculture 

Senator Russell, your colleagues recognize , of course, that you have 
been closely identified with agricultural activities and have been a 
student of agricultural policies. I have heard you, I am sure, in the 
past criticize many of the policies of the Department of Agriculture, 
and 

Senator Russexiu. | have done it unsparingly, in Democratic and 
Republican administrations, when I thought they were wrong. 

Senator Dworsuak. Yes. That is exactly what I had m mind 
when I said that. I recognize that. 

What would you do, if you were the Secretary of Agriculture, to 
solve some of the problems involving duplication and overlapping 
and some of the confusion which have frustrated many of the i improve- 
ments which might have been effected within the Department? 

Senator Russevy. I have not heard of any definite plan for improve- 
ment that the Secretary has in mind. If he had one, he did not 
reveal it to the Subcommittee on Appropriations. But I urged him 
to be prepared to give them to this committee, and I hope that he 
will. 

Of course, I do not have that responsibilitv. My responsibility 
is in the legislative field. But I will state that the first thing I would 
do, if | were Secretary of Agriculture—I will not pursue this indefi- 
nitely, because it would lead me off into a field that I have not studied, 
because I am not charged with that responsibility—the first thing 
I would do would be to get up a reorganization plan that would 
consolidate the activities of the Production and Marketing Adminis- 
tration and the Soil Conservation Service. It can greatly increase the 
efficiency of the Department and, in my opinion, bring about sub- 
stantial economies. 

I would submit that plan to the Congress of the United States. In 
my judgment, there would be no opposition to it, and it would become 
law, by operation of law. 
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how much was to be saved thereby. And by none of the criteria that 
are set forth in the Reor 


tion plan 


‘canization Act can this be called a reorganiza- 

Senator DworsHak. Senator Russell, [ am sure you will agree 
with me that if the Secretary of Agriculture, under the authority 
granted by such a plan, were to initiate any unpopular reorganization 
plan or to aed any policy which would cause adverse criticism 
throughout the country, there would be political eee and 
Congress would have ways, especially the minority party in Congress 
al the Lime would hav effect ive means, of combatting cael proposals. 

Senator Russeiu. I would be tremendously interested to hear the 
Senator from Idaho tell me how the minority party could combat 
anything under this program that was done. 

Senator DworsHak. I am sure that the majority party would be 
just as responsible 

Senator Russei.. | would be very much interested to hear just 
how the minority party could do anything about it. I think that 
some of the things that would undoubtedly be done would be bene- 
ficial. Some of them might be harmful. I am not measuring them 
by that vardstick. I have tried as best I could to protect jealously 
the prerogatives of the Congress of the United States since I have 
been a member of this body, and I do not propose to deviate in the 
case of any individual—I do not care who he is or what political party 
or what his beliefs or views might be because that is not consistent 
with our form of government. Your theory de ‘pends on the man. 

A man is here today and gone tomorrow. The Government and 
the law are supposed to exist and stay. 

Senator DworsHak. Senator, do you think that the Congress 
through its Committees on Agriculture has been derelict im any 
manner in failing to propose and enact legislation i ich would effect 
some of these changes which vou and [ recogn re highly desirabl 
so far as agriculture is concerned? 

Senator Russeiyi. The Senator will have to excuse me from getting 
out and being critical of the committees of Congress. I am not going 
to invade that field. I have stated my views on some things that 
should and probably could be done. The Senator can draw any con- 
clusion from that statement that he chooses. But I prefer not to get 
into personalities. I have refrained from it up until now. 


Senator Dworsuak. I can share your concern along that = I 
was merely trying to ask a few questions which would indicate that 
Congress does have many ways of vetoing or trying to combat any 
unfavorable action within the Department of Agriculture. In other 


instances 

Senator Russe.y. The Senator was here in 1950, and he opposed 
the Reorganization Plan of 1950. Every argument that he is making 
today would have applied with much greater force in 1950, because at 
that time Secretary Brannan, if we much deal in personalities, his stock 
was selling pretty cheap, and the Congress would have had immediate 
recourse to change them if he had made any alterations that did not 
meet with the approval of Congress, whereas we have now a new 
administration, in all the blush of its initial popularity in power, and 
it might be much different. 

But I am not measuring it by the yardsticks of individuals. I say 
that it is just an unconscionable grant of power by the Congress. 
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Senator DworsHak. By 1950 most Members of Congress had very 
little confidence in the then Secretary of Agriculture. 

Senator Russe.iu. I have made my statement. I am standing on 
the fundamental policy that under the Constitution we should not 
delegate these powers to a Democratic Secretary of Agriculture, to a 
Republican Secretary of Agriculture, or to anyone else. I would not 
delegate them to the President of the United States, whoever he has 
been. 

I came here and served a month or two with Mr. Hoover, and I 
have been here with Roosevelt, Truman, and Eisenhower, and I would 
not give this indefinite grant of power without time limitation to 
reorganize without submitting it to the Congress that this gives to the 
office of the Secretary of Agriculture. He does not have to submit it 
to the Congress. He can reorganize as he sees fit, and it is an un- 
limited delegation as to time. It is here, from here on out, the 


powers this reorganization order would grant if we approve it 

Senator DworsHak. | am sure that the Senator from Georgia 
recognizes that there is need for great improvement and reorganization 
within the Department. Would he take the position that Congress 
should enact legislation to accomplish those results? 

Senator Russetu. I always prefer the enactment of legislation by 
the Congress to action by the Executive in the legislative field, I 
will say very frankly to the Senator, but in this case, it has not 
worked. When we undertook—and I made some efforts in that 
direction—to change some of the activities of the Department, there 
were so many minds that we were not able to doit. That is the 
reason why we have granted these powers with certain standards, 
but that is no excuse for tearing down the standards and not having 
them give us a detailed plan, as this proposed thing would do, or of 
making it unlimited as to time, as this alleged plan would do. 

! am for the Reorganization Act, and I so voted, and what I am 
doing now is to implore the Secretary of Agriculture to pass specific 
reorganization orders, send them to the President, let the President 
transmit them to us, telling us what he proposes to do. In my 
judgment, any one of them that has a scintilla of reason will be 
approved, because you could not get 49 votes against it. 

That is entirely a horse of a different color, and bears no resem- 
blance to a specific reorganization of the Department. 

Senator DworsHak. Senator Russell, did you have an opportunity 
to read the Hoover statement with its five objectives inherent in 
this plan? 

Senator RusseLu. You mean, the one that he has made on this 
plan? 

Senator DworsHak. Yes. 

Senator Russetu. No, I have not read it vet. I thought it came 
a little late. He had an opportunity to submit it when we had the 
same plan up in the Democratic administration. It did not meet 
with his approval. Now we have a Republican administration, and 
he is all for it. 

That is about the sum and substance of it. And I say that with 
all respect to Mr. Hoover. 

Senator Smirx. Senator Hoey? 

Senator Hory. I do not believe that I care to ask Senator Russell 
any questions. I think that he has made a very full and complete 
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, and i have some 


time that the reorganization 
little familiarity with it. I bave served in an executive capacity in 
my own State, and | was elected Governor of Georgia on a promise to 
reo! Nize he State government, and I was abl » carry out 
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I am disappointed that thev are reaching out to go bevond the powers 


of this act and to place this power on an unlimited basis as 


the Secretary of Agriculture, without requiring him to report to 


the Congress for approval 

Senator Dirks \ \ t wrs } | hat h | — 10O° 

enator VIRKSEN VO* It was under tha roa authoritv in Luov 
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senator SSELI Yes 
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Senator Russeuu. | think that that is true, that a number of them 
were sent up, and some of them gave rathet ng powers to the 
head of that agency to reorganiz 
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want to be pertect Irank with the comn i always try to 
be frank I must confess that I studied the reorganization program 


of the Department of Agriculture more carefully than I did the others. 
I had served on the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry for a 
number of vears. ; 

I had done an immense amount of work over a long pe riod of vears 
on the agricultural appropriation bill, and many hours of that work 
were spent in conference with committees, an one time presided over 
by the distinguished Senator from Illmois when he was Chairman of 
the Agricultural Subcommittee in the House, before he became an 
ornament in the Senate. And I was more interested in agriculture. 

I assume that the Senator is going down to the point that we have 
cranted such powers as this heretofore Chat may hy | do not 
think that that same reasoning applies to the Department of Agri- 
culture, because it has more action programs that deal directly with 


y 


the people than any other agency, at least so far as the discretion that 
Is cranted at the present time But even i | nay mad 2% Mistake 


and somewhere along the line voted for something that gave a greater 
crant of power than I should have, [ do not propose to compound 
that error in doing it in this case, because | do have some knowledge 
of that setup in the Department of Agriculture, and the effect that 
the exercise of this power can have on the farmers of America, and 
in turn it will affect all of the people of America who are consumers 
of farm products and dependent on them for their sustenance and 
existence. 


Senator DirksEN You inference was corres | was trving to vet 
down to the 5 plans that were approved in LY¥oU, and i wondered 
whether you cared to make an observation that thi plans at that time 
relating to Treasury, to Interior, to Jus ice, to ( mmerce, and to Labor 
were blank checks in the same proportion that this might be regarded 
as a blank cheek because there the powell Wel msoldated m the 
head of the Department See insert marked ‘‘Appendix B’’.—S. 
Rept No i: S3d Cong... Ist sess... which appears on p 104). Wo ud 
that be a correct statement of the situation 

Senator Russeiu. | am not prepared to accept it as correct, but 
L do not challenge it, because if | read these Dians, 1t has been 2 or 3 
vears ago, and I do not recall the details of them But I submit that 


there is a great deal of difference in an organization such as the 
Department of Commerce, which has to do w 1 functions such as 
weather service and things of that kind, which do affeet the people in 


1 } 


a limited way, and one that deals intimately with the millions of 
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farmers of America, each and every day, in the earning of their 
livelihood 

As I say, if it was a mistake, I do not propose to compound the 
error now by voting for this program. I voted against this in 1950. 
[ at least saw the vices in this one, and the vices that compelled me to 
vote against it in 1950 are very evident in the plan of 1953, and I am 
still opposed to it. 

Senator Dirksen. You did make the observation earlier in your 
testimony that this plan was almost identical with plan No. 4 in 1950. 

Senator Russeiu. Yes; I said the differences were purely window- 
dressing. 

Senator Dirksen. That is right. 

Senator Russevy. The plan provides that the Secretary can, if he 
thinks it practicable to do so, have a hearing; and of course if he has 
made up his mind what he is going to do, he may afford to some 
objector the courtesy of a hearing somewhere, but it is not going to 
have any effect upon what he does. And that is a very poor substi- 
tute for what I think was the purpose of the Reorganization Act of 
1949, of requiring the submission to the Congress of the United States 
a specific plan as to what he proposed to do with the functions of the 
Department of Agriculture. 

That is all | am asking him to do, to tell the Congress what he is 
going to do before it is an accomplished fact, and to get it done and 
out of the way before the Ist of April, 1955, and not to have it there 
as a permanent power. 

Senator Dirksen. Since you do agree—and I agree with you— 
that plan No. 4 in 1950 substantially is identically the plan that is 
before us now, and plan No. 4 in 1950 was virtually identical with the 
5 plans that were approved by Congress, we come back to an 
inescapable conclusion that Congress did in 1950 then approve 
five delegations of blank checks to Commerce, Treasury, Justice, 
Labor, and Interior, and that it has been done. 

Senator Russevu. That may be. I am not prepared to challenge 
that sut I have not refreshed my recollection from reading them, 
and I submit that there is a great deal of difference in the Department 
of Agriculture and its functions and the way they are created, and the 
functions of the agencies to which the Senator refers. 

Next to our Defense Establishment, the Department of Agriculture, 
I believe, has a more intimate relationship with the lives of more 
people than any other department of Government. And certainly it 
has a broader action program than any executive agency except the 
Department of Defense. It probably has more employees. 1 have 
not checked on that, but I would assume, and would state, subject to 
correction, that the Department of Agriculture, with its many ramifi- 
cations, is more akin to the Department of Defense. 

We have not reorganized that yet. J understand that the President 
sent in a plan the day before yesterday. 1 have not read it. 

Senator Dirksen. Are you making the contention that under this 
authority, except for the exceptions cited in paragraph 1, the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture may conceivably abolish some functions, some 
agencies or bureaus, that had actually been created by Congress? 

Senator Russe.u. I do not know that he could completely abolish 
them. I am not sure about that. I intended to read that act to 
determine that this morning, but I did not get around to it. 
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Yes, I think under subparagraph 5 of section 2 of your basic reor- 
ganization law, the President can do it, and the President undertakes 
to convey to the Secretary all of the powers that he has. The only 
difference there is that the President has to report to the Congress 
and the Secretary of Agriculture does not. And the Secretary of Agri- 
culture has no limitation on time 

I will read section 2: 


The President shall examine and from time to time reexamine the organization 
: 


of all agencies of ne (s,overnmer! and shall dete rmine what change ther nh are 
necessary to accomplish the following purpose 


I will not read all of them. 


To re luce the nun be r of agencies by consolidating [ DAaVIn similar 


») 
functions under a similar head, and to abolish such agencies or functions thereof 


as may not be necessary for the efficient conduct of the Government 


I do not think that there is any question but what the President, in 
transferring his power to the office of the Secretary of Agriculture, 
would give him the power to accomplish them. But whether he can 
accomplish them or not, he can put them down to where they would 
not amount to anything, by subordinating them. I think that he can 
abolish them. But whether he can or not, what I want him to do is 
to tell the Congress what he is doing. These are congressional 
creatures. We created these functions here in the Congress. Are we 
not entitled to know in advance what he is going to do, and have a 
plan submitted under this reorganization Act? 

Senator Dirksen. I was trying to find out from you whether your 
whole case rested on the fact that you put Agriculture in a separate 
category from any other agency cor department or function. 

Senator Russe.u. Certainly President Eisenhower has. He has, 
indeed. lL read over this morning at least the reorganization plan on 
the Federal Security Administration, where he created a Department, 
and he has a specific clause in there that the Secretary cannot abolish 
any funetions cre ated by th. Congress He does not hav if iT) this 
order. And I submit that he ought to recall this order and give the 
Congress a true reorganization plan. We want to help this Admiunis- 
tration. Ihave been earnest in my desire to support this Administra- 
tion. 

If the time ever comes when I feel that | am not an American b¢ fore 
Lam a Democrat, then I hope that something happens to remove me 
from this scene here in Washington. 

[ have been trying to support the President. But I want him to be 
fair with the Congress and give us a detailed statement of just what 
is going to happen in the Department of Agriculture 

Senator Dirksen. Would you object to a similar grant of power to 
the Secretary of Commerce, for example? 

Senator Russeui. Senator, you, of course, are going back to your 
contention that we have already granted it, and I have not checked 
on whether I voted for it. I would not vote for any such grant of 
power as this if I was fully aware such broad powers were involved. 
I would not. I think it is an abdication of congressional power that 
the Congress should never grant. 

We went a long way in this Reorganization Act of 1949. We gave 
to the President great powers over the creatures of Congress. But we 
did say, ‘‘You must at least submit it back to us, where we can re- 
examine it.” 
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Senator Dirksen. But specifically, you have no objection, for 
instance, with respect to the functions of agencies like the Solicitor 
and the Library and the Off of Information in the Department of 
Agriculture. that those could verv well be reoreanized rider thi 
plan, and there would be no particular objection that vou can se 

Senator Russi l think that the Seer v has the neral powel 


to reorganize those agencies now 


Senator Dirksen. | think you are right | he does 

Senator R } { do not think that he re l this reoreal i- 
tion order, and I certainly would have no objection. He has re- 
grouped some of those since he has been there, and | have no complaint 
to make about that | would not | » to see the Secre 1 undertake 
to abolish anv one of those functions | think that all three of them 
are rather important 

Senator Dirksen. What would vou say, for mstance, about the 
Office of Experiment Stations and the Office of the Extension Service? 
Would there be any real objection that y uu could see toward the 
application of this power, toward their reorganization to make them 
more etfeetive? 

Senator RusseLtt. Now, Senator, | have not thought about that 
You will have to give meamu ite or two to ¢o over that in my mind 

The Office of the Experiment Stations and the Extension Service’ 
They are verv closely allied at this very tim and under the State 
level they are operated unde! he same authorit | would see ho 
objection to conso dating that authorit here Washington. In 
my State, at least, thev a operated under th ame authority. 


The Board of Ri rents of the | niversit System of Geore'la handles 


them both I see no objection in having vour cooperative work put 
torvether or as | stated a Tew moments avo, to havin all of voulr 
research m one agvene | t want to know what 1s proposed to 


be done 
Now, if the Senator is going to tell me that that is all that the 


Seer tary Is going to do and that there is some way to cut this unlimited 
time power off, hs Lis ometh ne ¢ ls¢ | do not know who is fome 
to be Secretary of Aericulture in perpetuity im this country \Ly 
cry stal ball is not that good | do not know who will be here in 1980 
administering these powers that are delegated to the office of the 


secretary by this bill 


senator Dirks! v. No I want to be quite candid about tt. | 
am trving to find out 

Senato! RUSSELI l have no specifi thing in mind that I object 
to that I fear will happen except one. I want to be frank with the 
senator | am very much opposed to pla ing the Production and 
Marketing Administration and the Soil Conservation Service under 
the Extension Service, and I know that powerful forces in this country 
want to see that program carried out. Thev have tried to do it for 
vears. 
' I have supported the Extension Service in every way within my 
power that I know to do it. I have handled the increased increments 
of their appropriations from S83 million where they were when | 
started handling agriculture appropriation bills, to where they are 


today. But that is an educational ageney, and vour others are action 





programs, and if you ever mix them, you are going to ruin them both 
That is my judgment, and | want an opportunity to express that 
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judgment when that plan comes along. Secretary Benson may say 
that he does not favor that. I do not know what be will say with 
respect to it. But how do I know that his successor will not favor it? 

I know that there are powerful organizations in this country that 
have been demanding for vears that it be done, and they may get a 
Secretary of Agriculture to succeed Secretary Benson if he does not 
favor it, who will favor some such program as that, and I would be 
very apprehensive about such a program and its effect on the future 
of the farm economy of this country 

Senator Dirksen. No. The reason for the line of inquiry, Senator 
Russell, was this. You remember so well that we have had a good 
many internal reorganizations in the Department of Agriculture. 
Sometimes there were regroupings 

Senator Russetu. You have done that under the general power of 
the Secretary. You have not done it under this kind of delegation of 
power 

Senator Dirksen. But what I am speaking about is this 

Senator Russevu. In other words, he can regroup his agencies now. 
Jut he cannot affect their functions, though. This legislation is with 
respect to functions. That is different. Those functions are creatures 
of Congress. Congress established every one of them, and we ought 
to have some say-so as to what is to be done with them, too. 

Senator Dirksen. But you will recall that we set them up into 6 or 
7 major groups. We had Research over here; we had Foreign Agri- 
cultural Relations there; we had Marketing over here; and then the 
component agencies that subserved that particular function were all 
grouped in that cubicle, so to speak, and I am sure that you have that 
pattern of organization clearly in mind. 

Senator RusseLtL. You mean, what he has already carried out down 
there? 

Senator Dirksen. What has been done heretofore. 

Senator RussELL. No. I cannot say that I have that clear in my 
mind. I did read over the statement that he issued when he did it. 

Senator Dirksen. No. I mean in prior years, before the present 
Secretary of Agriculture. We had quite a number of those regroup- 
ings in former times. 

Senator Russeuty. Oh, yes, under the exercise of the powers of 
reorganization given President Roosevelt, he made a number of 


changes in the Department of Agriculture. He took out, for example, 
the Fish and Wildlife Service, and transferred it over to the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. He took some other agency ‘that escapes me 


for the moment, and transferred it somewhere else. 

[ am frank to say that I never did believe those transfers ever saved 
adime. On the contrary, I think that they cost more money, because 
the line of liaison that ran up and down in your Department was left 
there, and a new line of liaison had to be established in the Department 
of the Interior when Fish and Wildlife was moved over there. 

do not know that any of those shifts of agencies ever saved any 
money. I have never been able to find any savings in the appro- 
priations bill. 

The Senator is on the Appropriations Committee. He knows 
whether he has found any saving by those shifts. But I am not 
opposing reorganization in the Department of Agriculture. I want 
to know what that reorganization is going to do, what is going to be 
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accomplished, and what function it is going to stifle and which one it 
is going to glorify and give power over the others. 

And | am not dealing with it in terms of the Honorable Ezra Taft 
Benson, either. J am talking about who is going to be Secretary in 
the years to come. If there was some cutoff in this thing, in time, I 
would feel much better about it. 

If this Secretary told you that he proposed that he would not do 
this or not do that, then you gamble long enough on his living then 
and being able to retain his office, if he can, to be able to protect it. 
But this is an indefinite grant of power, as to time. 

Senator Dirksen. What I was getting at was simply this. You 
know that in section 1, paragraph (b), some exceptions are made. 
For instance, under this power, there is an exemption for the corpora- 
tions of the Department of Agriculture. 

Senator Russeiy. That is right. 

Senator Dirksen. That would be the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion, as an example. The Farm Credit Administration is specifically 
exempt. 

Senator Russeiu. All of the fiscal agencies, as I understand it. 
The Truman Reorganization Plan did the same things except as to 
one agency. The Farm Credit Administration was not exempted in 
the Truman plan, and is in this plan. That is the only difference, and 
the only substantial improvement in this plan that I can see over the 
Truman plan. 

Senator Dirksen. But what 1 was approaching was this. What is 
In your mind as to the kind of plan that would be acceptable? Would 
it have to recite, for instance, the functions in the Research Agency, 
let us say, or in the Commodity and Marketing and Adjustment 
Agency? 

Senator Russet. Oh, no, Senator, 1 am not splitting any hairs 
like that. I am perfectly willing—and I am speaking in the utmost 
good faith—to support a reorganization plan for the Department of 
Agriculture if they will submit a plan to us, and not a blank check. 

I think that a number of things can be done in the Department that 
will increase its efficiency. But when I know the forces that are at 
work in this country to put over some ideas of the reorganization of 
the Department of Agriculture—and they can be right. Of course, 
lam not infallible. I can be wrong. But as a Senator of the United 
States under this Reorganization Plan, I think that I have a right to 
express my objection to that, under this Reorganization Plan, rather 
than just writing this blank check here for an indefinite time. 

Senator Dirksen. But I am wondering where the middle ground is. 
Now, if you will bear with me a moment, you give the Secretary 
authority and, after all, he must do it. It has to be lodged in his 
hands. He is the head of the Department. He is the logical person 
to do it, and if he is going to do it effectively, he must have authority. 

Now, Congress can, of course, or the President can, suggest that 
certain limitations be made upon that authority. There are some 
limitations here. But how many other limitations would have to be 
put in here to meet the objections that have been advanced against 
the plan? If you put in very many, then, Of course, you have de- 
stroyed the flexibility of the Secretary in doing the job, in what seems 
to be in the interests of efficiency and economy 
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v\ < md Ui as vou eC] by clung SO Many 
‘ nptions in the earlier reorganization acts and plans. 
: rk LI Wi lave too Many In the present one 
“i rr Dirt N. In some place there hes to be the power Now 
( of the Hoover Commission, when they went into, |] 
UV sensible of tl difleultv, and so they did recommend 
: I) OM { that broad power was approved by Conger 
\ Dej itments, but not in the case of the Department 
rie ( CHUS( thin ni ec i hou hy thre Power was ther 
( s here 
or I You have no other Department that has as mat 
les as the Vepartment ol Ag culture As a ter o| 
fact mut of the S members of the task force of the Hoover C Ission 
vi Or 1950 and opposed this same pla Use 
( 0 i Hoo er Commission They 3 ut wy 
{ hat the no ht to be done in Avriculture 
NO ( hy the Cor sh scot to let the Secretary of Acri 
( ( VA We did not think that when we passed the 
ree / m bil We said that CVE! nstance the President of 
th ted © ( \ to reorganize and submit it to us We were 
co hrough the top man in the Executive Branch of the 
G { Le ¢ ed official of the Government, if vou please 
ow, | wo have felt better about this plan, and | ould not 
| S \ oro sly Oppost 1 to it although | would his ve voted 
! U! President had said that until April 1, 1955, the 
Se of Aericulture can shift these functions But this is a 
th a when you hav people who are Wwe rking [ror 
ihe n out to vet in their man as Secretary of \oricult re to Cart 
( ew is to the Department of Agriculture, when I an 
ee Vil LmV Ow mind and heart that some of those pla is would 
» the farm program in this country, it causes great 
() ’s that is a matter of deeree. and | would not avprove it 
Ie I th that the President oucht to submit a specifie plan 
\ tis tl htly little trouble The Secretary of Agriculture has a 
l av ol Lwvers down there l have forgotten how Ipany it 
\ I | rememb« at one time the Senator from Illinois, when he 
VM the House, was trving to cut out about half of them, and he 
mea L terrine plea that thev had twice too manv lawvers in the 
Depart) it of Agriculture 
Wel rhe iu all still down there Why does hot Nia Benson vet 
thes vvel oO work drawing up sper ific reorganization plans, and 
bmit them to the President and get the President in turn to submit 
them | o the Senate of the United States? And I daresay we will 
ap roy tt } all 
Let hi bmit his plans, and specifically, where we will know what 
we are doin ( not have us buying this pig in a poke as we are 
dou nader lan 
Senator Dirksen. I wish my constituents could have heard that 
because then they would know that my record in the field of economy 
Wa rath misistent 
Senator Russe! | will bear testimony before any tribunal, 
including on that last day, if I ever approach the Pearly Gates, that 
the Senator from Illinois in the SOth Congress whacked the life out 


—- 
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of the Department of Agriculture appropriation bill. It has never 
taken such a beat w, not even atl the hands of Nh Benson in his 
budget this vear, as it took at the hands of the Senator from Llmois 


\ir. Benson is, at least, willme to give, | think $110 millon or some 


such sum to the Soil Conservation pavments, to the ACP progran 
and the Senator from Illinois cut out every dime of that appropria- 
tion, and it took us weeks to get an Ot it resto So if the Senator 
needs a witness as to his fervent desire for economy in the field of 
agriculture, | will ¢1 him all the testimony he wants. He eut up 
the Agriculture appropriation bill in 1947 worse than it has eve 


| — 1] oe 
een clipped Uni ali OF history 

Senator DIRKSEN You dado not do m full yustr because after | 
cot through taking out $300 million, vou put back over $100 million 


over on the other side 


Senator Russevu. That was the hardest money I ever got, too | 
have not brought any politics in this appearance today, but | do not 
think that the farmers we too happy about what we did to that 
bill in 1947 even after we restored a little of the damag 

Senator DIRKSEN Well, I ha to run on hat reeord for another 
body after | got through in the House 

Senator Russetu. Yes i! There were other elections held in 
that vear i was not referring particularly to the Senator from 
Illinot , because evervbody knows his streneth I] OS Ihe pe ple 
there follow him blindly without reeard to wha e advocates 

Senator Dirksen. | am atra that vou are don me to much 
honor 

But if this is a fair question, Senator Russell, would the msertion 
of a time limit in this plat cure vour objection? 

Senator RUSSELI No. sir: Il would not si pport it, but I certainly 
would Hot feel as Vigorously\ opposed to 1t as I am now | think it 
would be a vast mprovement ti the President were to withdraw this 
plan We cannot amend it, vou know There is no doubt In my 


mind but what the Congress would amend it if it had an oppor- 
tunitv. I think that it would appeal to even the most fervent followers 
of Mr. Benson in the present Congress, to put a time limit on it. Even 
his most devout s ipporters woul | favor that 


I would not favor the grant of power, but | think that that would 


be a vast Improvement, and if the Senator from Illinois can prevail 
on the Executive Branch of the Government to withdraw this and put 
a time limit o7 it. L think he WoO ld have render ia eal public service 
much ecreater than what he did to the Agricultural ; ppropriation hill 
in 1947. 

Senator Smirye. Have vou finished, Senator Dirksen 

Senator Dirksen. Yes; 1 have 

Senator SmiryH. Senator Kennedy 

Senator KeENNEpDyY. Senator, in 1950 when Secretary Brannan was 
testifving, he said that thes would not be able to change a function or 
augment it or detract from it, anv more than you can do today. Of 
course, you cannot do that today because vou ar responsible to the 
will of Congress. But even under this Reorganization Act, would 


there not be the same limitations upon the power of the Secretary to 
change the agencies and functions which were set up? 


461 u | 
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I know you discussed that previously. But Secretary Brannan, in 
discussing a similar bill, made the point that there could not be any 
action in this field hostile to the will of Congress. 

Senator Russeiy. Well, he made that contention, but the Senate 
did not believe that that was true, because they defeated his plan 
with the most substantial show of unanimity that 1 have almost ever 
seen 


Now, even those who filed a minority report finally on the floor of 


the Senate said that this was too great a grant of power. Mr. Brannan 
was trying desperately then to get the plan approved. 
[ do not challenge his good faith. As a lawyer, I differ with him. 


[ know as a practical matter of administration of government that if 
you give any Secretary of Agriculture this carte blanche authority, 
that he can absolutely stifle anv function in that Department that he 
wants to by subordinating it to other agencies. 

Senator Kennepy. Do you not think that we should get a similar 
statement when Secretary Benson testifies? 

Senator Russetyt. Yes. I would be very happy if he makes that 


statement. I do not know that Secretary Benson will agree with 
Secretary Brannan on that. He has gotten at least one new lawyer 
down there The others are practically the same, but I believe the 
Solicitor of the Department has been changed. I would be glad to 
have the Secretary make that statement. But unfortunately, Senator, 


those statements are binding morally on the man that makes them, 
but a Secretary of Agriculture is here today and gone tomorrow, and 
is supplanted by a new man, and he might take an entirely different 
approach on that subject. 
That is the reason why I have been urging, as earnestly as I knew 
how, that there be some limit somewhere on the time element in this. 
Senator KenNEpDy. Yes, I certainly agree with the point that the 


senator has made The re is not much use 1n being against the plan 
in 1950 and then being for it in 1953, as the change that was made 
was in the person of the Secretary. Perhaps if we put in a limit on 


time, as you suggested, and perhaps if we could get similar assurances 
from Mr. Benson that were made by Mr. Brannan, it might do some- 
thing to reassure some Members of Congress 

Senator Russevu. | think it would go a long way toward having 
the plan approved 

Senator Kennepy. Thank vou very much. 

Senator Smiru. Senator McClellan is here 

Senator McClellan, do you have some questions of Senator Russell? 

Senator McCLetitan. Madam Chairman, I appreciate your invita- 
tion. [am very sorry that I did not hear all of the Senator’s testi- 
mony | had to go to-another committee meeting for a few minutes 

The Senator has expressed, however, some very serious objections 
that I have to the plan, and I am most hopeful that after further con- 
sideration, the administration will deem it wise to withdraw this plan 
and send down a real plan. ‘That is what I want to see. 

Now, we had the experience in this committee and in the Congress 
regarding the reorganization plan last year to reorganize the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue. Although I opposed that plan, which was a 
general plan like this, the Secretary of the Treasury and the Director 
of the Bureau came before this committee and laid out a blueprint 
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of exactly what they said they would do and were going to do if the 
plan passed. And that plan passed 

I am very hopeful that the Secretary of Agriculture will come down 
here with a blueprint and lay out a plan and let us look at it. There 
are still inherent objections to this plan because of its unlimited 
powers, as I see it, and also the unlimited period of time during which 
the reorganization might continue. 

But I do feel, Madam Chairman, that the Secretary of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture owes it to this committee now to come here 
with a detailed plan so that we can weigh it in the light of at least as 
to what his present intentions are and his purposes and how he will 
act or use the powers if they are delegated to him. 

I am very hopeful that that will be done, and I have so indicated 
already to members of his Department who have conferred with me 
about the plan, that before | would be a, to pass judgment on 
the plan, | would have to have the details of it and a blueprint of 
what the Secretary proposes to do with the aia, delegated to him. 

Senator DworsHak. Senator McClellan, | would like to point out 
that notwithstanding the fact that the Secretary of the Treasury 
did detail the procedure which was to be followed, especially that 
aspect of it involving the Civil Service Commission, they did not 
comply with that procedure, and violated the agreement that they 
made with this committee. 

Senator McCLe.uan. That is your statement. 

I want to make this further observation. I do not believe in 
legislating on promises. But we have this reorganization statute. 
[ opposed it in the form in which it is now, the general basic reor- 
ganization law, whereby it permits the executive branch of the 
Government or the President of the United States to legislate against 
the will of a majority of the Congress. I believe that that is a bad 
feature of the Reorganization Act. I still oppose it 

Therefore, | try to be more careful in weighing plans as they are 
submitted, because I think we made a very serious mistake in the 
provisions of the basic law, and therefore I think it is incumbent upon 
us now, under those circumstances, to give greater scrutiny and 
consideration to these plans as they are submitted. 

I regard this primarily as a delegation of power to a Cabinet 
member without any further control over it by the Congress, whose 
duty and constitutional responsibility are to legislate and to enact 
laws. 

Senator Dirksen. Madam Chairman, | have just one other 
question. 

Senator SmirnH. Senator Dirksen. 

Senator Dirksen. Perhaps it is more nearly in the nature of an 
observation. 

Senator Russell, you mentioned that some of the members of the 
task force appeared against plan No. 4 in 1950. 

Senator Russeuu. Yes. 

Senator Dirksen. I think that is correct. I believe the record 
will bear that out, that William Rhea Blake, of the National Cotton 
Council, and certainly some others whose names are in the hearing, 
were opposed to the earlier plan. But the Secretary of Agriculture, 
of course, came at that time to testify in behalf of the plan. 
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| think vou agree that he appeared in behalf of the plan at that time 


Senator Russeiu. | believe he did. I was not a member of this 
committee, Senator Dirksen | undertook yesterday to study, as 
much : | could, what was done in 1950 in the committee. There 
was a very lengthy letter in the record that L saw, from Secretary 
srannan to Senator MeClellan, who was then chairman of the com 
mitter it ng with the plan, and J beheve he came and also testified 
Detore the committee 

Senator Dirksen. | allude to it only to pomt up the difficulty that 
is involved in a matter of this kind because of the transient positions 
that people sometimes entertain Now, the Secretary of Agriculture 
was here on behalf of the plan He is now, as | understand, the general 


counsel of the National Farmers Union, and they are scheduled to 


appear in opposition to the plan 


sO | prestume that thre secretary probably has hy uc something to do 
with shaping the viewpoint of the National Karmers nion. | under- 
stand that Mh Geissler, who at one time was head of the Crop 


' 
) 


Insurance Corporation, and later | 
istrator, was here at that time, and L presume 


roduetion and Marketing Admin- 
he came to implement 
the testimony of the Secretary in behalf of the plan in 1950, and he is 
now Vice President of the Farmers Union, and | assume that if they 


} 


appear, he will have to indicate at least some consistency with the 


j ] | } 
viewpoint of the organization of which he is the vice president 
Senator Russexuu. I did not know the views of anv of those gentle- 
[ 1 4 ss 4 } 1 . i , 
men | did know as a matter of fact the offices of anothei yreat farm 


organization verv active In my state we do not have the Karmers 


Union in Georgia but another creat farm organization that is strong 
there Was very much Oppose d LO the plan of 1950 


but they would have 
me to: support the plan of 1953, that I regard as being identical 

[ would not be at all surprised to find that Mr. Benson was very 
much opposed to the plan of 1950, and I know that he will advocate 
the plan of 1953. Nor would | be surprised to hear that Secretary 
Jrannan, who was ardently begging for the plan of 1950, is opposing 


the plan of 1953. 


There would be nothing new in that That is as old as buman 
history. The man who has power, or the man who thinks that he 
has the ear of the man who has power, Is alway s for greater power to 
be reposited there with the firm conviction that it will be wisely and 
beneficently and benefically used and administered. Men who will 
demand power for themselves mistrust it in others. len who have 


mistrusted power in those in positions of authority, when they were 
In) the same position have soucht still vrreater power for themselves 

All of that, Senator, adds up to the argument that our form of 
rovernment is best because it is a government of law and not of men, 
and supports my position here that no such erant of power should 
be given to anyone 

Mr. Brannan might by chance be Secretary of Agriculture again. 
He might find that he has the powers that he sought in 1950 and 
opposed in 1953. And that is the reason for the division of powers 
in our Government. It gives Congress the authority to make the 
laws, and this should admonish us not to give any such blank cheeks 
as this without regard to whether it is a Democratic or a Republican 
administration 





REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 17 


] 


Human nature does not change People who have power think 


that they are going to administer it wisely. I doubt not that even 
Hitler and Mussolini, as despised as they are in America, really 
be lie ved that all ot the vast powers that they orasped to thems lve S 


would be administered wisely in behalf of the Italian and the German 


people, and indeed for the pe opli of the whol rt 
But thre Vv did not have a vovernment ¢ law: they thi 2 veriment 
of edict. of uka OL ¢ eul O! I | \ i I 
\ inot to dot lav. but put nN | tions het it will D tect 
© prere itl ol Conert { Wil Dp ny VV r | } 
future from having me » r tha ) i Should ha ! OUL 
form oj} vVernment 
Phere nothine new in this thin it when ower it is 
reat thine and when vou at .. th thre ellow « t not to 
have tha nuch powel That ha i U! Sim the first 
President ypornted the fi ( het 
5 tor Dirksen. [ie only cor C1 rt his hearing 
Madam Chairman, DV repressing any | elines that | have about the 
iture destiny of Mr. Brannan 
Sut in 20 years, this has gotten to be such a vieldy structure, 
\ { oO Mm iy Mm it ns Of peopl mh Ulve is LG » many tunetions 
that the qu tion is: How do vou articulate these { ello and give 
hem the semblance of stru ire and efhielenev at economy without 
putting the power somewhere where it can be done? 
Senator Russeul The ( ongress has provided the means, Senator. 
If thev will just follow the puit of this Reo Liza me A und tell 
what they want to do down there, I do not think that they will 
have the slightest bit of trouble mm getting it approved But let u 
do it mh an orderly fashio and not by anv such sweeping grant of 
Dow 
Senator Smrru. Senator Russell, the committee thanks you very 
much for coming here and giving us your views. The views from one 


as experienced as you are In a ricuitural progress a id development are 
xtremely worthwhile to us 

Senator RusseLi. The committee has been very generous, and I 
thank the Chair and the members of the committee for then patience 
WUT) Me 


Senator SmirH. Senator Johnston has been present through the 


morning expecting to be heard but he has had to leave to be on the 
Senate floor at 12 o’cloek He will come in tomorrow morning and 
be heard first on the program at 1U o'clock. 

Senator Murray was here at the opening of the hearing, but was 
ybliged LO leave because of an executive meeting of the Committee on 


Interior and Insular Affairs. The Chair has his statement, which 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES E. MURRAY, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 

Senator Murray. Madam Chairman, I appear In support of 

Senator Russell’s resolution Lo disapprove ol Reo anization Plan 


No. 2 of 1953. 


The plan is identical to plans previously rejected by the Congress 

c \ 4 . 1] ] 
except tor a provision th it the secre wy shall rive advance notice 
and hold a hearing’ on any major change he proposes to make in the 
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Department, and another provision saying the Secretary shall attempt 
to simplify operations and place administration of farm programs 
close to State and local levels. 

The new provisions are inserted as supposed “guides” to the 
Secretary, apparently intended to meet objections made to the plan 
in 1950, when it was submitted by President Truman, which were 
raised by Mr. Romeo Short Mr. Short, now with the Department 
testified in 1950 for the American Farm Bureau Federation. He 
then told the committee: 


Reorganization Plan No. 4 submitted by the President on March 13, constitutes 
a genera rant of authority to the Seeretaryv of Agriculture without direetior 

lance I to cari ut anv phase of tl reorganization recommended 

eh e Hoove (Commission or its task foree on Agriculture Sines 
the pla 1 l Inwise grant I I i 

: : we! 

Peoreg ition Plan No. 4 vl ly a pla \ pla muld ave rec 
! u! ort 1 t ire Plat ft does not have these It 

‘ oO 4 pla 


Re-emphasizing his opposition later (see pp. 50-51 of the Hearings 
before the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments 
on 5. Res. 263, 8lst Cong., 2d sess.), Mr. Short said: 

Therefore, we want again to say that by reason of the fact that plan No. 4 is 
not really a plan—just a grant of authority without congressional check—we 
Teel it should be rejected 

[ have restated this testimony, which went to a vital point in the 
debate in 1950, because I feel that it applies with equal force today 
The ‘‘guides” or limitations written into the proposed plan No. 2 of 
1953, do not alter the situation in the least. They are without force, 
effect or real value. 

First, the proposed hearings do not in any way limit the Secretary’s 
discretion. Secondly, the injunction to place administration of farm 
programs close to state and local levels can be given various inter- 
pretations, depending on the views of the Secretary 

| strongly ure’ this committee to study the discussion of reorgan- 
ization of the Department of Agriculture which occurred before the 
Subcommittee on Agricultural Appropriations of the House Appro- 
priations Committee on Thursday, March 26, of this year. It is 
contained in part 3 of the subcomiittee’s printed hearings. 

At page 867, while Congressman Andersen of Minnesota was 
questioning Mr. John H. Davis, president of Commodity Credit 
Corporation and-eone of those in line to become an Assistant Secretary 
of Agriculture, Mr. Andersen inquired as follows: 

Question. I do not presume vou have anything in mind which will take away 


from the township and county committees elected by the farmers any of their 
9 


preset nt authority 

Answer. That is right. We have not made any changes in that at all 

Question. You say you made no changes. Have you any change in mind for 
the future? 

Answer. No. 

Only a little later the same morning (p. 888) Congressman Fred 
Marshall placed in the Record “Notice General—101” which had 
been previously issued to State PMA committees without public 
announcements. It frankly stated that it ‘‘will require realinement 
of duties and responsibilities” in the Production and Marketing Ad- 
ministration. One paragraph said: 
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Hereafter, the State committee, in carrying out its responsibilities, will deter- 

mine program and administrative policy, but the execution of such policies will 

be carried out by its emplovees under the direction of a State executive officer 
responsible to the State committees 


Another paragraph substituted county managers for county com- 
mitteemen in administrative work at that level 

(The complete text of Notice General LO] appears as appendix B, 
p. 211.) 

Of what use is it to put an injunction in Reorganization Plan No. 2 
that there shall be hearings on any major reorganization schemes if 
the Secretary of Agriculture and his staff do not regard such a sweep- 
ing change in the operations of local PMA committees as a change 
worth mentioning to Congress? 

Another illuminating passage in regard to the PMA committee 
change is at page 890, where Secretary Benson said: 

k * * | 


believe it will result in a saving of funds and in more efficient ad 
ministration 


Congressman Marshall inquired: 


Llow much do you expect to save by MAK these county Ommittees operate 
this way? 

Secretary Benson replied: 

I could not say. I do not know that we have deve ope l anv figures, but there 
certainly will be some change, because in some State commit there have beer 
2 or 3 people on full time. We think one executive officer receiving about the 
salary which the chairman has been getting can carry out the wishes of that 

1 ‘ 


committee and it should result in some savings 


In other words, this removal of functions from the county and State 
committeemen was ordered without any real study. 

Had the new Secretary referred to House Agriculture Committee 
hearings last March, when the reorganization subject came up, he 
would have found estimates by the Department that full-time, pro- 
fessional county managers would be considerably more expensive than 
the part-time county committeemen. 

The Department of Agriculture figures submitted to the Hous 
committee showed the average annual per diem paid 3 county and 27 
community committeemen for the previous year was $2,393 per county, 
slightly more than half of the average salary of a county agent of 
$4,563. The report showed that county committeemen that year 
averaged 45.9 days of work at $8.10 per day, for a total of $1,114 im 
salaries. 

In view of the record I have just cited, it seems to me especially 
desirable at this time for Congress to maintain closer scrutiny, not 
less, over reorganization moves in the Department of Agriculture. 

A second witness at the 1950 hearings was Mr. John H. Davis, 
now president of the Commodity Credit Corporation and anothet 
who is to become an Assistant Secretary of Agriculture. Mr. Davis 
said the Council of Farmer Cooperatives opposed plan No. 4 of 1950, 
which is virtually the same as the present plan 


because it turns over the whole job of reorganizing and determining the center of 
emphasis within the Department to the Secretary if | were Secretary I certainly 
would prefer to have Congress outline the organization structure, rather than to 
do it myself 
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ultural programs themselves, I believe this committee should 
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productive farmers 
On April 23 the United Press carried a dispatch, reporting a meeting 
rm editors at the Department of Agriculture, which read: 
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I believe that the viewpoint of the two high agricultural officials 
expressed in that story, which has gone uncontradicted, is repugnant 
to a majority of Members of Congress. 

Cong! ; has created and annually makes available to the Farm«¢ 


l ( 


Home Administration considerable funds to provide credit and tech 


nical assistance to disadvantaged farmers, sometimes called ‘‘ineffi- 
ent . farmers The established congressional policy is to help such 


ns. no 't them be wiped out. and the Farmers’ Home Adminis- 
] 


I 1 al ] ® . + 
ition has brought hundreds of thousands into efficient operation 
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An excellent loan repayment record has peen established Demo- 
cracy has been strenethened 
Obviously, the new administration has a different philosophy which 
approaches, if it is not flatly the philosophy of survival of the fittest, 
or let the devil take the hindmost 


Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 would place in the hands ol the 
new administration the power to destroy the Farmers’ Home Admin- 
istration: to divide its loal and technical assistance functions so they 
could not be operated » successfully in unison, and thereby in reality 
change agricultural poliev to comeide with the v ewpoint oj \ir 
\lorse and Nir. Dav ho ad cu scare \ mon ha rel ile 
human welfare to a secondary level 

| strongly favor continuation ol! the democrat farmer-elected 
Production and Marketing Administration commit vsten 

| strongly favor continuation of the independent Soil Conservation 


service program 

| strongly favor the Farmers’ Home Administration type program of 
combined credit and technical assistance to disady taved farmers 

1 am opposed LO subjecting the ru al electrifieat on pro am to 
per occ political changes in lea tership. 

| desire, and belie, » that the ¢ ongress si ould retail Live ivht to 
pass upon organizational changes within the Department of Agri 
ture which will affect policy 

{ do not contend that the new administration plans to ake all 


these drastic moves, only that thi power should not, in any event 


be extended. It appears so far as the public is advised, that the 
secretary and his staff have no idea what they want to do in the way 
ol reorganization, or exactly why LOIS plan has been proposed, Kcept 


to acquire additional power. 
The farm editor of the Louisville Courier-Journal, reporting an 


interview with Assistant Secretary J. Earl Coke, by members of the 
Newspape r Farm Editors Association, reported in his April 25 paper 

When a reporter pou ted ou { t th Pr ent Lal i l > I ry s 
Advisor con tte und on per tn USDA staff had ; reor- 
va n DI sal and a \\ ’ I 1 A 
the p osal passes Cc ! 1 : 
replied I suspect you are rig 


Under these circumstances, Reorganization Plan No. 2 should be 
rejected. 

Senator Smiru. In the President’s message, he stated that Reorgan 
ization Plan No. 2 of 1953 will permit the establishment of a clear line 
of responsibility and authority from the President through the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture down to the lowest level of operations in the 
Department, and in support of this, the Chair will include in the 
hearings a chart dated January 4, 1950, showing that there were 20 
officials in the Acriculture Department reporting to the secretary at 
that time as against 7 presently reporting to him, as indicated in the 
attached Memorandum No. 1320, Supplement 1, and the chart dated 
March 10, 1953. 

The chart dated January 4, 1950, faces p. 50. 

Memorandum No. 1320, supplement 1, and the chart dated March 
10, 1953, were submitted for the record by the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, and appear on pp. 143-144 
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Senator Smiru. Mr. Paul Opsahl, of the Farmers Union, Huron, 
S. Dak., is here, and it was hoped that he could be heard today. 

Mr. Opsahl, if you wish to come to the stand, the subcommittee 
will continue until 12:30 or until you have finished your statement. 

Mr. Opsauu. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I do not want to 
inconvenience this subcommittee in any way. If the Senator has an 
appointment to meet, and I could have just a few minutes tomorrow, 
I will be here 

Senator SmirH. Senator Mundt asked if you could be here today. 
We will be glad to hear you at this time if you would like and that will 
save staying over until tomorrow. 

Mr. Opsant. Thank you very kindly. 

Senator Smira. The Chair might state that it is the plan of the sub- 
committee to meet at 10 o’clock tomorrow morning to continue hearing 
witnesses that were not heard today, and would wish to be heard. It 
may be necessary to sit tomorrow afternoon. 

Mr. Opsahl, will you state vour name and whom you represent? 

Mr. Opsann. Yes 


STATEMENT OF PAUL W. OPSAHL, PRESIDENT, SOUTH DAKOTA 
FARMERS UNION, HURON, S. DAK. 


Mr. Opsant. Madam Chairman and distinguished members of the 
committee, my name is Paul W. Opsahl. [am president of the South 
Dakota Farmers Union, and I have been requested by the membership 
of upward of 20,000 farm families to appear here this morning in 
behalf of Senator Russell’s Senate resolution relating to the reorgan- 
zation of the Department of Agriculture. 

I understand that you have before you for consideration a resolution 
that if enacted would result in disapproval and nullification of the 
present proposal of the administration to reorganize the United States 
Department of Agriculture. If this resolution is not approved, the 
reorganization plan will go into full force and effect in early June 

Basically the reorganization plan, which this resolution would 
nullify, has two major provisions. 

One of these would increase the size of the immediate office of the 
Secretary of Agriculture by the addition of several more assistant 
secretaries and their staffs. While I do not see the great pressing 
need to establish these additional high level positions, | do generally 
approve the principle that the Secretary of Agriculture should bave 
sufficient responsible assistants to carry out effectively the duties of 
the Secretary’s office. 

I would hope that the establishment of such positions would not 
block off the access to the Secretary of the agency heads in the Depart- 
ment, nor result in removing the Secretary from close contact with the 
farmers of this country. 

Moreover, I would urge that the assistant secretaries not be made 
superbureau chiefs assigned to control a combination of specific 
Department agencies, but that each be assigned to a functional area 
that cuts across the boundaries of all the agencies. 

[ suggest that your committee will want to interrogate the Secretary 
of Agriculture carefully on this point to see in what manner he proposed 
to utilize the new positions assigned to his Office by this reorganization 
plan. 
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The second major change in the Department’s organization included 
in Reorganization Plan No. 2 is to repeal all legislation granting 
functions, authorities, and responsibilities directly from the Congress 
to the agency concerned, such as soil-conservation work to Soil 
Conservation Service, rural electrification and rural telephone loans 
to REA, and the agricultural conservation program to the community, 
county, and State farm committees. 

All of these delegations under the propose d reorganization would be 
vested in the Secretary of Agriculture, granting him full authority to 
assign and reassign functions from one agency to another within the 
Department. 

Under this plan the Secretary would be enabled to assign the private 
forest protection work of the Forest Service to the Production and 
Marketing Administration. He would be empowered to require all of 
the action programs of the Department to be carried out by a single 
elite corps of newly hired full-time public servants. He would have 
the authority to transfer the functions of the Soil Conservation Service 
to the State agricultural extension services; he would have the power 
to take the ACP program away from the farmer committees and assign 
that program to the Extension Service or any other existing or newly 
established agency of the Department 

These transfers of function that I have just listed are only illus- 
trative of the type of changes that this reorganization plan would grant 
the power to the Secretary to make. I do not know what the Secre- 
tary’s plans are in regard to using this huge grant of power that would 
be given him 

My attitude toward the resolution before you would be largely 
dependent upon what sorts of major changes in the Department 
agencies that the Secretary would propose to make if he were given 
this power. I certainly urge your committee to question the Secretary 
of Agriculture carefully. We should know whether he means to 
increase the scope of administrative and operational duties of the 
democratically elected farmer committeemen or to reduce them to a 
purely advisory capacity. We need to know whether he proposes to 
abolish the regional Soil Conservation Service offices, turning their 
duties and responsibilities over to the State extension services. We 
should know whether he proposes to remove all research activities 
from Soil Conservation Service and Forest Service and turn them over 
to State Experiment Stations. 

We are greatly concerned by some of the moves that have already 
been made in the organization of the Department of Agriculture even 
before this reorganization plan was submitted to the Congress. 
Notice General 101 of the Production and Marketing Administration 
is a big, long step toward pulling the rug from under the farmer com- 
mittee system. I think that this is unwise and unwarranted. Such 
changes as are made should be made in the other direction to broaden 
the scope of the work of farmer committeemen. It was a mistake, in 
my judgment, to widen the breach between the Department’s con- 
servation programs and its agricultural production and income 
programs, as was done when ACP was taken out of the Production 
and Marketing Administration, and it, together with the Soil Con- 
servation Service, was lumped together with Extension Service in the 
Secretary's Office. 
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Production and Marketing Admmistration was both unwise and 
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ization Plan No. 2 
| think that you should find out whether the Secretary means 


flome Administration as a 


to disperse the functions of Farmers’ | 


I the SsO-( alled 
marginal and submarginal farmers. I should think that you would 


want to be reassured on this point before you allow the reorganization 


means of hastening the process of removing what is 


plan LO fo nto full force and effec b. 

Frankly and honestly, | must say to you that, so far, I am not well 
impressed by the. performance of the Secretary of Agriculture on 
these points. If my present impressions are a reliable forecast of 
what additional actions the Seer tary might take if given all these 
new powers, the only tenable position open to me is to urge you to 
recommend enactment of the resolution before you that will nullify 
this proposed grant of power. If, on the other hand, the Secretary 
of Agriculture is prepared to reassure the committee and the farmers 
of this country that he will not use this great power to weaken and 


disrupt the programs, I would reserve my position until I could 





Lc. 

If the Secretary of Agriculture is at this time unable and unwilling 
to state frankly and fully how he plans to use this power he has asked 
for, let us turn down this plan now, and instruct him to come up later 
with another reorganization plan after he has had enough time to 
make all the studies that will enable him to be more specific. 

That, Madam Chairman, is the thinking of the farmers whom 
1 am privil ced to represent at this hearing this morning. We are 
fearful of delegating vast powers to any individual, and I am saving 
this in a nonpartisan spirit, because after all, we are dependent upon 
Congress, the representatives of the people, to make recommendations 
and policies for our departmental heads to guide their thinking and 
their functioning in behalf of the people. 

We are appreciative, of course, of the fact that the United States 
Department of Agriculture is a vast setup, and I would say controlling 


examine the different proposed changes he plans to ma 
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ihe most important job of any function in government, dealing with 
folks who produce the all-important needs for our everyday life-—food 
and fiber—and as a representative of that group, | am very much 
interested that thev vet a fair break and that thev be clven an oppor- 
tunity to help formulate or draft any administrative changes in our 
present farm programs 

We are very much interested in our farm programs. We do not 


lo not like to see it come into be Le 


want to see them weakened, and we « 
that one man shall have the exclusive authority to add or detract, 


without the consent of Congress and without knowing what is involved 


Ther appare ntly Isa move on to weakedD our present farm programs 
by eutting appropriatio! s and taking awav some of the funetions 
that hay been taken car Ol by the armers themselves, who this 
program vitally affects, and the farmers are concerned about it We 


feel that the Congress should definitely lay down thi poli les, espe 


cially on things that affect agriculture, and the various agriculture 
programs that we have experienced for quite some time 

[ want to Say that | oT atly appreciate this Dri levce on behalf of 
the people of the organization whom I am here representing to appear 


before this committee expressing our views in this proposed reorgani- 
Zation plan of the Department of Agricultur 

Senator Smita. Thank you very much, Mr. Opsahl 

Did I understand that you are an official of the Farmers’ Union in 
Huron, SS Dak.? 

Mr. Opsaun. Yes. The headquarters of the South Dakota Farmers’ 
Union are at Huron. 

senator SMITH You, as an official of the Stat organization, are 
ilso re presenting the national organization? 

Nir. Opsans. Yes, madam chairman 

Senator Smiru. What is vour office? 


Mir. Opsaul i am pre sident of the State organization 

Senator Smira. Vhank you very much ! wanted that for tbe 
record 

Thank you very much, Mr. Opsahl, for giving us the benefit of 


your own vi ws and those of the Farmers’ Union of South Dakota 
Mr. Opsani. Thank vou very kindly, Madam Chairman 
Senator SmirH. Mr. Sanders, will you come forward, please? 
Nir. J . Sanders, legislative counsel of the National Grange 


Mr. Sanders, it has gotten to be later than I had hoped it would 
be when we got to you. The Chair will leave it with vou entirely as 
to whether Vou Wish to proceed how, or ll ou prefer to wait and 


come in tomorrow mornings 

Mr. Sanpers. | would prefer to come in tomorrow morning, tif it 
would be all right, Madam Chairman 

Senator Sairu. Following Senator Johnsto1 

Mr. SaANprerRs. Yes. 

Senator SMITH That is entre ly acTeé abl 

Mr. Sanpers. I will be the second witness tomorrow morning? 


Senator SmirH. You will be the second witness, unless some other 


senator expresses a Gesire tO come In tomorrow 


Mr. Sanpers. Thank you. I will be her 

I have one very brief statement which [ could file in another 
committee and be here tomorrow morning But that need not 
nterfere with vour plans, Madam Chairman 
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Senator SmirH. You would prefer, then, to wait over until to- 
morrow? 

Mr. Sanpers. Yes, I think so, if it would be all right. 

Senator SmirH. That will be fine. The subcommittee will be very 
glad to hear you tomorrow. 

Mr. Sanpers. Thank vou 

Senator Smiru. If there is nothing further, the subcommittee will 
stand adjourned until tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock, and the first 
witness will be Senator Johnston of South Carolina. 

(Whereupon, at 12:20 p. m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a. m. Wednesday, May 13, 1953.) 
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(Department of Agriculture) 


WEDNESDAY, MAY 13, 1953 


Unirep Srares SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON REORGANIZATION, 
Washington, dD. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in 
room 357, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C., Senator Mar- 
garet Chase Smith (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 
Present: Senators Margaret Chase Smith (Republican, Maine), 
Henry C. Dworshak (Republican, Idaho), Everett McKinley Dirksen 
(Republican, Illinois), and John M. Butler (Republican, Maryland). 
Present also: Senator John L. McClellan (Democrat, Arkansas) ; 
Walter L. Reynolds, chief clerk and staff director; Ann M. Grickis, 
assistant chief clerk; and Glenn K. Shriver, professional staff member. 


PROCEEDINGS 


Senator SmirH. The subcommittee will come to order 

The Subcommittee on Reorganization will continue its hearings on 
Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953. Yesterday we heard from Senator 
Richard B. Russell, of Georgia, and Mr. Paul Opsahl of the Farmers 
Union of South Dakota. There was not time to complete the wit- 
nesses. Senator Johnston who was here the entire forenoon has come 
back this morning and will be first to appear. 

Mr. Sanders was here yesterday, for the National Grange, and will 
come back, and we hope to continue on through the day as long as we 
need to, to finish with the witnesses whom we have promised to hear. 

Senator Johnston, we are very glad to have you here this morning. 
Other members of the subcommittee will be right along. Some had 
other committee meetings to attend. Senator Dworshak will be here 
right away. But I think that we can start if you are willing to. 

Senator JOHNSTON. Very well. 


STATEMENT OF HON. OLIN D. JOHNSTON, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


Senator JoHNston. Madam Chairman and distinguished colleagues, 
I am appearing before your subcommittee in support of Senate Keso- 
lution 100, introduced by Senator Richard B. Russell, of Georgia. 
The object of this resolution, of course, is to put the Senate on record as 
not approving Reorganization Plan No. 2, which would otherwise 
become effective on June 3, 1953, and would bring about the transfer 
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Home Administration employs 6,222 and lends money to and works 
with individual farmers themselves. The Farm Credit Administra- 
tion, with 389 employees, supervises and serves 50 major banks and 
corporations, 1,663 local cooperative lending associations, and other 
farmer cooperatives. 

The Forest Service manages 181 million acres of forest lands in the 
United States and Territories with 9,060 full-time employees, and 
cooperates with the State forest service agencies which employ about 
9 SOO persons. 

The Soil Conservation Service with 11,736 employees provides 
technical services for over 2,200 State chartered soil-conservation 
districts. 

The Production and Marketing Administration, employing 10,527 
workers, carries out its multiple tasks through trade channels and 
through 32,000 committees on the county and community level. 

These organizations suggest the magnitude of our agricultural setup. 
In fact, the Department of Agriculture employed a total of 55,294 
full-time workers as of March 31, 1953. But what this picture does 
not reflect is that the Department of Agriculture supervises programs, 
carried out by workers cooperating or collaborating with the Depart- 
ment, whose total number of two and a half times as many as its 
direct employees. The number of indirect employees is around 
137,000, including extension agents, employees of Federal land banks, 
banks for cooperatives, national farm loan associations, production 
credit associations, and PMA employees and committeemen. 

Now, I know that you, Madam Chairman, and every member of 
this subcommittee, knows all of these facts. My only purpose in 
restating them is to emphasize that the Department of Agriculture 
is linked in many ways to other great State, local, and cooperative 
farm systems. It is to emphasize that, either directly or indirectly, 
the Department touches the daily lives of 6 million farmers and their 
families, and many town and city f: umilies as well. It is to emphasize 
that there are tremendous implications in this request for authority 
to reorganize the Department of Agric alkane, These implications are 
so vast, and so vastly affect each Senator and Congressman and the 
people they represent that even if we were inclined to abdicate our 
our responsibility to delegate to somebody else the difficult and 
disagreeable task of inspecting and approving reorganizations 
because of the press of business, this is the one field in which we could 
not do that in good conscience. 

The Department’s agencies reach into every State, into every 
county, and into every community, not with just one of these pro- 
grams, but with several. This is all to emphasize that, if in the future 
an effort were made by some Secretary of Agriculture to misuse this 
extensive administrative organization, the economic and political 
effects of such centralized authority as is proposed under plan No. 2 
might well alter the traditional pattern of our national agriculture, 
without congressional sanction. 

Moving from the organization of the Department, I think we should 
glance briefly at the nature of the Department’s work. ‘The im- 
portant thing here, in my opinion, is that the Department conducts 
no mass operations. As a matter of fact, it would be difficult to 
point out any group of 100 employees doing the same work the same 
way under the same conditions at the same place. For example, 
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the Department has 9,434 FHA county Supervisors, but each works 


In his own county or counties fac ine different soil, economic, social 
and crop conditions. There are over 3,000 meat inspection personnel 
in the field, but they work in thi plants of different companies at 
1.OOO separate establishments located in 365 ditt rent e1ties There 
are about 750 forest rangers, but on the average there are 5 rangers 
{ lorest These groups are typ. al; 82 percent of the Depart- 
ment’s workers are in the field Kew do the same work in the sam 
place. Some 50,000 are dispersed to about 7,700 field offices with 
ra total of about 11,000 malin outlets 


The Department of Agriculture itself is an ageregation of profes 


nal, { echnical and administrative pe rsonnel The variety ol skills 
required reflected in the fact that its workers fall into an estimated 
t OOO classes of positions 
No why are all of these fact enificant? What bearn do the 
have on Reoreanization Plan N 2? ~=Just this: It is a well-recognized 
1] le tl ivision of labs a pecialization of task ofte i result 
mass Operations easily susceptible to standardization, simplifica 
and resultant large economic The Sponsors oO Keorganization 
Plat \i 2 claim that reductions in expenditures will result from 
( LOIZH mk O} Live 1) } tly rit ot Aori ilt It made Dos ble py 
I LIKI ( f Reor I ition Plan No. £ Chey admit, | vevel 
| el reduc Lions cannot be 1 emized at this time 
| ibmit mm the other hand, that not a singel dime will be saved 
here 1 reorganizations of the Department of Aegricultur The 
Dey Ii t has the speciali ition. needed to effect lare economies 
bn | ao not have thre finely ay ided task . each executed bv a 
umber of workers As a co! equence, \ e have to fa the fact 
that any re economies, or real reductions in expenditures, will hav 
o be brought about by cuts in substa Ive programs a 1d not by mere 
reo! MHZAaLIONS You just cannot reorganize one engineer at an 
ated xperimental station 
With regard to the setting in which this broad grant of authority 
to reorga e is reque sted, | think we should look first, at the record 


of employment of the Department of Agriculture and, second, at 
current agricultural conditions. 


important to note here th rt the Department Is today approxi- 





mately 38.2 percent smaller in total number of paid employees than 
Yo This is a fact little recognized. The n ber ol employees 
full-tume basis on March 31, 1953, was only 55,294. the lowest 
number since the early 1930’s. Thus, we cannot realistically hope 
to accomplish too much toward reducing the number of personnel 
through reorganization alone 
Reorganization Plan No. 2, seeking authority to revamp agricul- 


: : . } ‘ 
ture without the mspection or approval ot Congress, moreover, could 


not have been submitted at a time when the agricultural situation 
wa more ¢l tical or when there was more uneasiness about farm 
prospects. Prices are way down. Farm real-estate values have 
taken a beating. Credit is hard to get. The export market for 
many of our basic crops is drving up. And to make the situation 


worse—the Secretary himself has expressed considerable doubt as to 
the wisdom of a number of our basic farm policies—such as our con- 
servation measures and price supports. Agricultural conditions are 
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truly in a flux We may ask ourselves whether this is the proper 
time for Congress to transfer its authorit In reorganization Matters 
to the Secretary of Agriculture. In this connection, I should like to 
quote Mr. John H. Davis formerly f the National Council of 
Farmer Cooperat V ¢ and presenthy headin the commodity market- 
ing and adjustment group of the Department of Agriculture. Mr 
Davis, in testifving on Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1950, had this 
to sa 

At the present t e our Dasic a cultures poles } ) es a state ot 
fiu TI ia i a | ( 
definite] i ri ‘I i i 
It see t ha { ! { 1 1 
hie { I ow Vy I i ( 1 ir ( 

Now, bearing on h ition, I would hi to say that the Depart 
ment is in the ume condition toda pl hy I that the secretal 
of Acriculture. before o (‘omn on A lt tim ind tim 
aca. | hot ns\ ed nv ¢ ms 1 i i! vhat pla 1 or what 
program or What si ports ! na mtrols {| 7 rh » | ve in the 
fut ifter th present law ( oO Ol 

Ni \\ ( Ol turtl iron \I loh } }] 1) 1 

S { Dwors Seni vould you indul me for an inter- 
rupt noe LOR point 

, Lol AY NS i WOol ld rlad Lo 

Senator DworsHak. Do you not think that that 1 he responsl- 
bil \ i Con ess TO oO Hi NV pri ppo ry H% n hevor | 1954 
Inst i ¢ pu Ine th I re ‘ th Ss 1 

sena tl a INSTO | th nik { is oO dut and r obligation LO 
acain put price-support programs on the statut book But I will 
also sav that it is almost impossibl for the Cong ; of the United 
States to put a program in foree, and to make it trul lective, without 
the backing of the Secretary of Agriculture. 1 think the Senator will 
agree with me on that 

Senat YWORSI < No entu i tl ha \ sensibl 
Se y would compl th oisla mand: of Congress 
and t! | a ul ho l rd to ib Li oO Witt t} 1, | cooperation 
even though that was his ow p mal d I 

senator J i l i | ) \ D i hy » ito! 
I will sav that he muld bh ( ) out the law atl W icted 
But the Secre V ] } LO | { i aia ion to 
th eT ulti i fi ld i sh I { I { his studies 
in blazing the way for u 0 follow 

Senator Dworsi \nd if pe ble, he is try to do this through 
this reorganization plan 

SenAarcol od STON i! { ( } Lio ii i ( l has 
told us absolutely nothing He has not told us what he 1s go ne to 
do in regard to it If he would tell us so hin ( d rely on, I 
would be willing to zo alone with him althoug! | ited agaist ceiving 
the President the right o send over his reo UUZatlon pians { think 
that the procedurt under the R organization A Is wrong And the 


reason | voted the Wily tdi L, is that | saw in the past some of the 
reorganizations that wet 

of them became law and some of them did not But [do not think 
that department heads ought to send them over unless they let us 


»sent over, and I had to fight them, and some 


( 
1 
i 
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know something about the organization they are omg tf put mto 
effect 
Now, quoting further from Mr. Davis: 


| “A vill know n Y yhout th shape ( r fart j withi 
I { ( tion should be geared to e evolving farm policy 
5 Ve 1 t rT ito ) | plac 

We fe rther that C« re ild assume tl pol 1 for the laying 
out of the g ul ne i ol ‘ ( i nuit the genera 
‘ | a i l ht 


If those words were true then, they are doubly true now. There 
has been a change in administration. The new Secretary and his 
official family have not reached conclusions upon farm programs 
or upon internal organization. Nothing could illustrate this better 
than an excerpt from an article dated April 23 by E. W. Keickhefer 
farm editor of the Louisville Courier-Journal, reporting on an inter- 
view of J. Earl Coke, Assistant secretary of Agriculture, by members 
of the Newspaper Farm Editors Association. It reads: 


When a reporter pointed out the the President’s advisers, the Secretary’ 
1\ ee, al embers of the United States Departme of Agri- 
( iff had re ved 1 reorganization proposal and asked, ‘‘With all due 
respe lo you mean to say that if the proposal passes Congress nobody here 
knov vhat will happen?” Coke rey 1, “IT suspect vou are right.’ 


Madam ( Chairman, | believe that these h earings will enable us to 
determine whether the authority requested is needed and desirable 
at this time. The Secretary of Agriculture and his advisers are 
presently engaged ™ a widespread examinatl ion of the entire acri- 
cultural situation, which may be focused into a specific study by 
Congress of what the long-range farm program should be, and I think 
that makes it especially imperative that we postpone Reorganization 
Plan No. 2 until we know the trends and purpose of the contemplated 
reorganization within the Department of Agriculture. 

With regard to the nature of Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953, 
I think that we can say that it is not a plan at all, with a few minor 
exceptions. In other words, this particular reorganization plan does 
not communicate to the Congress the essentials of what will eventually 
be the reorganization program for the Department of Agriculture 
Instead, IL possesses only a ceneral framework and would propose to 

blanket authority to the Secretary of Agriculture to reorganize 
his department subject to minimum limitations. This Reorganization 
Plan No. 2, therefore, is not a reorganization plan in the true sense of 
the word Concress does not have before it a plan LO Inspect and 
analy ze and appraise on its merits, 

I would like to call to vour attention that in some of the plans we 
have vote d on they did send to Us, al the time that the reorganization 
plans were sent down, a concrete program. If te will notice here 
{ ndicating a visual chart] in the Department of H ealth and Welfare 
they sent us an organizational chart, a grouping of what was going to 
take p! ice if we approved the plan That was in plan No. 1 of 1958, 


If vou will notice here [indicating a second visual chart] in this plan 
that was sent to us in January 1952, you will find that there is set out 


a detailed plan of what they were going to do at that time You will 
find this on page 9 of the Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1952 l just 
eall that to vour attention This plan, Reoreanizat on | lan No 2 of 


1953, does not send a chart, a diagram, or anything 
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Rather, we are requested to delegate Congress’ authority to the 
Secretary of Agriculture and permit him to reorganize as he might 
choose without the Congress having any further control over it, or 
power to restrain it in the event we might not agree with the 
reorganization. 

With regard to the extent and wisdom of this general power, | 
should again like to quote Mr. Davis, who is now head of the com- 
modity marketing and adjustment group of the Department, when he 
was speaking in opposition to plan No. 4 of 1950. 

We feel that {plan No. 4] leaves too mut open to discretion and too much 
latitude for the people who are carrying it out 

The thing that we object to most is that plan 4 turns over to the Secretary 
the whole job of reorganization, and then it provides that if after experimentation 
with such plan that does not work, he is free to reorganize it again, as he sees fit. 

We think that the task of organizing or reorganizing the Department is so 
basic for the welfare of the farmers and so much a part of the overall farm policy 
that that job ought to be done by the Congress 

We oppose plan No. 4 because it turns over the whole job of reorganizing and 
determining the center of emphasis within the Ds partment to the secretary 

Bear in mind, we may be able to trust our present Secretary of 
Agriculture, but we have no assurance as to whom we will have in the 
future. 

At the same hearings, Mr. R. E. Short, then vice president of the 
American Farm Bureau Federation and now head of the Foreign Agri- 
cultural Service of the Department, stated: 


Reorganization Plan No. 4 is really not a plan. A plan should have recommen- 
dations, framework, and structure. Plan 4 does not have thes« It is therefore 
not a plan Reorganization plans are supposed to go into considerable detail, 
thus enabling the Congress to have some check on atithority granted in the 





Reorganizat 


The statements by both Mr. Davis and Mr. Short were true then. 
They are, moreovel! equally true about plan No. 2 today. It is there- 
fore very perplexing to me that these two principal advisers of Secre- 
tary Benson would advise him to submit the same plan, warmed over, 
to Congress for reconsideration. I say that their conduct is very 
perplexing to me. That is true unless we are to assume that, now 
that they are the beneficiaries, the plan has gained a certain attrac- 
tiveness that it did not have at that time 

Madam Chairman, I should like now to refer to the modification of 
my views which I mentioned in my opening remarks. The study by 
our Subcommittee on Federal Manpower Policies in the Department 
of Agriculture revealed that there was a real weakness in the manage- 
ment of the Department. Our examination revealed that the basic 
programs of the Department were keeping the Secretary and his two 
principal assistants so busy that they did not have sufficient time 
to handle properly the administrative side of the Department. There- 
fore, I should like to go on record now as favoring an Administrative 
Assistant Secretary and at least one additional Assistant Secretary to 
help Mr. Benson with the workload of his official duties. I firmly 
believe that such additional assistance is badly needed and I am most 
anxious to provide Mr. Benson with any help that he might need in 
carrying on the complex program for the benefit of our farmers 

In this connection, Madam Chairman, I have a letter which I 
addressed to Secretary Benson on March 28, 1953, relative to the 
need for these assistants and, also, his reply of April 20, 1953. I should 
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Adjustment Group, draws a salary of $14,800; hi alar 
would be $15.000 

Mr. Short, in his capacity a Direet Foreigt \ 
authorized salary of $14,800; his salary as Assistant Secret 
Neither of these positions of Assistant Secretar 
Messrs. Davis and Short are under the ci servic 

Mr. Ric rd D. Aplin is ] tly D ry 
If th po On ¢ Admi I ( \ ve I 
it intended that Mr. Ap will | ed to 
Osition he d 1 Salar of SLL.300 m 
| prom .% f A ti \ t9 5 
nder Civil service ane ‘ a! i I if 

While these proposed new posit | 
of $3,900 over the present authorized salaries describe 
and budget of the immediate Offic tT tl SEC I Wl 
result of the pending reorganization pl Reducti 
immediate Office of the etary \V ore tha I 
tioned of $3,900 

I trust the foregoing will give ou the infort 

here is any further informatior ou desire, please d 

Y our assurance of co Dep 

sincerely Urs 
} 


Senator Jounston. Turning to another aspect 


proponents of this plan would have the Congress 


Reoreanization Plan No. 2 the Department of .A: 


pieces. That is just not tru 
The Department of Agriculture has one of 


management Improveme nt and manpower utiliza 


Federal Government. 


direction of the Assistant Secretary He Is ass 


Che program, moreoy 


953 bod 
\ ant Sec! 1 
A Pervice | is L 
i 1 be $15,000 
} 
( »W eid ft 
\ 
4 orl 1 
| } rese 
' 
! \ 
~14 R06) 
i I ( s 1 $ 
rail |} I 
ot be I j ‘ 
( at ( 
1 
e to have if 
ir al 
yY app i 1 


of this question, the 
believe that without 

ilture will fall to 
the most energetic 
tion programs in the 
is unde the ceneral 


In turn, DV an 


‘ 
executive committee composed of the Director of Pe rsonnel, the 


Director of the Budget, the Director of Plant 
the Director of Information. The Assistant 
chairman 


This group, assisted by Bureau management 


and Operations, and 


ecrevary serves as 


provement groups 


is responsible for some 2,500 improvements in the Department since 


1944 


The Department, therefore, is alwavs on the 


its organizational structure, ] 

and improving and streamlining its procedures 
Therefore, believe that rather than grant t 

Agriculture wide authority and power to reorgani 


do three thines And these are my proposals 


romoting the utilizat 


alert for improving 


on of its employees, 


e new Secretary of 


e himself, we should 


1. We should provide the Secretary of Agriculture at this time with 
an Administrative Assistant Secretary, who would devote his time 


to management and organization, and we should also provide the 


Secretary with at least one other Assistant Se¢ 


in the discharge of his other official duties 
2. We should encourage the Secretary to pi 


improvement groups throughout the Departme 


retary to assist him 


ss his management 


nt, mM Washington 


and in the field, for specific and concrete proposals for improving the 


organizational strueture and ma agement ol the 


Wepartment. 


ft Wi should invite the secretarv to bring Suc h oft these proposals 
] 


as he desires to Conere s for legislation or for 


reorganization rules. 


adopti ym under our 
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Undoubtedly the Secretary will come forth with some sound 
suggestions for improvement and, when he does, I believe that we 
in Congress will go along with him on specific proposals. 

But let us preserve, as a form of insurance, the right of Congress to 
inspect the proposed reorganizations. I sincerely believe that here 
in Congress, in our committees of both Houses, we possess the type of 
organization that will make for critical surveillance prior to the 
adoption of reorganization plans. I believe that in this way we can 
more properly protect the interests of the American people in the 
field of agriculture. 

Reorganizations of a substantial nature in the Department of 
Agriculture should occur only after Congress has approved a directive, 
a guide, or a plan; otherwise, the risk we take is to have the traditional 
and sound organization of agriculture, not only in Washington, but in 
our own States, counties, and communities, abruptly altered. 
Frankly, I do not want to wake up one morning and read of funda- 
mental chi anges in the organization of the Department of Agriculture 
as it affects my home Siate and county or community. 

I regret to say that in the last few years we have had repeated 
difficulties with our Secretaries of Agriculture. We seem to get 
either wild-eyed social and economic planners or arch reactionists. 
The point is this: no matter how far we might be willing to go in 
giving arbitrary and unlimited authority to our present Secretary of 
Agriculture, are you—are we in Congress—ready and willing to 
give this same unbridled power to the next Secretary of Agriculture? 
Who will he be? What will be his economic and social outlook? 
What visions of plans will be his? And how far will he stubbornly 
push the reorganization of the Department in order to gain his social, 
economic, and political end 

These are some things for us to think about 

Madam Chairman, as a concluding observation I want to say that 
the changes in Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953, from the plan 
submitted to us in 1950 by President Truman, are very slight peer, 
In this plan, the Farm Credit Administration is not included, but 
we are considering separate legislation with respect to that agency at 
the present time in the Committee on Agriculture. Section 4 (b) 
requires the Secretary ‘‘to the extent deemed _ pri re to give 
appropriate advance public notice of any changes and shall afford 
an oO pportunity for interested persons and groups to plac e their views 
before the Department of Agriculture. That is mere window dressing. 
[It is obvious that the Secretary would be the plaintiff, the plaintiff’s 
counsel, the judge, and the jury under such an arrangement. Sec- 
tion 4 (c) states a principle that is incumbent upon all Secretaries of 
Agriculture, under all conditions. Section 5, relating to incidental 
transfers, is an improvement in that it takes away from the Secre- 
tary the authority to alter the purposes of appropriations once they 
have been made by Congress. 

Madam Chairman, for all the foregoing reasons I strongly oppose 
plan No. 2 and urge at this time that the subcommittee take favor- 
able action on Senate Resolution 100. We simply do not have before 
the Congress any detailed reorganization of the Department of 
Agriculture in accordance with the intent of Congress as expressed 
in the Reorganization Act of 1949. 

I thank you. 
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Senator SmirxH. Thank you very much, Senator Johnston, for 
your views. 

If | understand you correctly, [ think you and I pretty much agree 
that there should be some changes made in the Department of Agri- 
culture and the Government generally that would cut out the ineffi- 
ciencies, the overlapping, and the duplication. 

Senator JoHNsTON. There is no question in my mind but what the 
Senator is correct in that. 

Senator Smith. But you also think that the Secretary, in sending 
up the plan, should have been more specific in what he intends to do? 

Senator JoHnston. That is the main objection I have to the plan, 
and also I have the further objection that there is no cutoff period 
in regard to it. That might be some protection, if we had a cutoff 
period, 

Senator Smira. Would you be willing to go along with the plan if 
there were a cutoff time? 

Senator JOHNSTON. No. I think it is too broad. I would like it 
to be more specific. 

Senator SmirH. There have been several plans which have come up 
to Congress, but Congress has not done anything about them, and 
that was, as 1 understand it, the reason for the Reorganization Act, 
so that the departments could expedite action as far as reorganization 
was concerned. 

Since Congress has not done anything about it, how would we ex- 
pect to get anv reorganization in the Department of Agriculture if 
Congress refuses to go along with a plan that is not specific, yet when 
a specific plan comes up they turn it down? 

Senator JOHNSTON. We will have to cross that bridge when we get 
to it so far as turning it down is concerned. If thev send up a plan 
and are definite in what they are going to do, then I would know what 
I was voting on. We do not know what changes we are voting on at 
this particular time. 

That is my main objection to it. 

Senator SmirnH. If the Secretary made changes that were not satis- 
factory to the Congress, would it not be in the hands of Congress to 
legislate preventing the changes? 

Senator Jounston. Yes, Madame Chairman, that is true. But I] 
know that the Senator is well aware of the fact that when you start 
passing legislation through the House, through the Senate, then you 
would be required to have hearings on it It is a long and drawn-out 
process, even if you pass it. But it is verv hard to pass a bill through 
the House and through the Senate contrary to the wishes of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, as I stated in the beginning 

Then, too, you must bear in mind that if the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture steps over to the President and says, “Now, I am opposed to this. 
I think my plan of running the Agriculture Department at the present 
time is the proper way,” then the President vetoes the bill; then it 
comes back, and it must pass the House and Senate by a two-thirds 
vote. 

Senator SmitH. Senator, the plan provides that the Secretary shall 
consult with interested persons or groups before reorganizations may 
become effective. Would you not agree that this provision would 
require him to consult at least with the Committees on Agriculture, 
the committee in the House and the committee in the Senate? 
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Senator JoHunston. If you will read this closely, I do not think that 


il requires him io do that. But he would certainly have a rieht to do 
that, and I think that he probably would take it up with the com- 
mittees I know I would if I were Secretary of Agriculture 


Senator Smiru. Would you not think that any Secretary of Agri 
culture vould come to the committees before he made anv drastic 


change ince he is rather dep ndent upon Congress for appropriati ns 


Senator Jonnston. I will only state, Madam Chairman, that I 
wrote to the Se retary about 15 davs ago about a matter I have not 
heard anything from him yet, although I did notice in the new spaper 
that he had given out a statement down home, in South Carolina, in 
regard to it, but be has not taken it up with me 

senator SMITH, Senatol Dworshak, do you have some questions? 

Senator DworsuHak. Just one qu stion. 


Senator Johnston, on page 6 of your statement you point out that 


i ! har real esta Valle have tak a beat { reait 1 

har | eXPK t for m: of our basie crops is drving up 
Apparently vou recognize that the agricultural industry of our 
country Is facing’ many eritieal threats, and that there should be some 
salutary action taken Yet vou contend that this is an inopportune 
time to have any reorganziation plan or to give the Secretary of 


\{oricultur anv a thority to attempt to solve some of these current 


Now, what is vour approach to that? 


Senator Jounsron. My position is that the Secretary of Agriculture 
at the present time, as far as cutting down and saving money in the 
various ageneies is concerned, has the authority and a right to do so 
I think that he could not make certain reorganization changes But 
as | have stated all along, the main thing that I question is, what is 
he oinc to do? Let us know If he is going to take action—the 
essence of which would be to Dass a law, let us know before he does it 
Let us kno just a little bit of what he is going to do. 

Senator DworsHak He would be accountable for any changes or 
adjustments that he make If he makes any blunders, of course, the 
consequence vill be most serious to himself and to his party. 

Senator JoHNsToNn. There is no question about that. I think that 
some of the things that have been going on, in failing to answer certain 


questions before the committee of which | amam ‘mber th 5 A\cricul- 


ture Committee—have been hurtine back in the fields. Farmers do 


ne know what is going to happen It has eve rvbody up in the air. 
They do not know what is going to be the farm program in regard to 
price supports, acreage controls, and those things. This is true down 
home very time | LO down home, they come to me, not one but 


many of the farmers and some of them are people who voted for 
Kisenhowe1 Loo 

Senator DworsHak. I know, Senator Johnston, that you are an 
alert observer, and you know that the conditions about which you 
complain affecting agriculture today have not arisen just within the 
past few mor ths, that those conditions hav been a threat for a year 
or more, and that it is unfair to hold the present secretary of Acricul- 
ture responsible for coming up with immediate solutions to all of these 


problems You know that he has inherited this situation to a large 
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¢ 


and he has to have some time to work out desirable policies 
that will solve these problems 


T L.] ] 
Senator JOHNSTON [ am not DIAMINg any one ndividual man 


But I do say that we have to be very careful in what we do in the 
1) 


epartment of Agriculture a the present time, with things chang 





as they are in economic conditions. Our world market on a great 
MAny ¢ 0 r commoaities | as shru kk And we may tace a lov market 
Ih the Unt That is vryne thing that is really troubling me a 
creat deal it 1s oubling the S itor from Idaho 
Senator DworsHak That is right. | think that that is the re- 
sponsibility of Congress. Congress ought to do something, if any- 


thin can be done, t » solve that problem 


Senator JOHNSTON. That is true. And for your information, we 
are holding hearings every day in our Committee on Agriculture and 
hav been for \ eeks nov ; workine on that very thing vi orld trade 

Senator DworsHak. Thank you, Senator That is all 

Senator SmirH. Senator Butler 

Senator BuTLE! Senator, if it is true that the Congress sets the 
POLICY \ hich the secretary of Agri lt a | the operations ol the 


Department must observe, wiv should he not have a free hand im 


the reorgant ion to see that his Department carries out in the mos 
econon ally and dire t wav tl olicies of ¢ ongress 

Seneto HN I would hke to swer the Senator from 
Marvl d by savin i our American way of life does not « ter in 
anv one mat he right to change hundreds of laws on the tatute 
bool without ( ress known vhat is O} to be changed 
That is wh I ve me about at the pre { 

Senator Buri That is the pout thi 1 am LISIN Woes he 
hay hat pow r? 

sSenatol } IH NSTON What is that? 

Senator B LEI Does he have that power to ec e an law? 

Senator JoHunsron. It will change some of the law 

Senator Burter. That is what I want to know Wherem will it? 

Senator JOHNSTON | thin! il will chang SsoOlne i ne laws some 
of vo r departments were set up 

Senator Bure! Tell me how that would operat: 

Senator Jounsron. Some of the agencies were set up under spe- 
cific acts and under this j ‘oposal those constituer wencies may be 
separated Under this plan I think that he could consolidate those 
various and sundry agencies. 

Senator Burter. Yes. But their function and purpose would be 
the same, and they would have t comply with the law They would 


just report to a different person, would they no 


; : : : 
senator -}OHNSTON You ean make one subservient to the other, too. 


And sometimes you could take one and practically put it out of 
existence by such subservience, which I do not think was intended 
by the lawimakers when they created the respective agencies. 

Senator Bururr. I do not think he could do that. A man would 
be subject to impeachment if he did that sort of thing 

Senator JoHnston. No: not if you passed this If you approve 
this reorganization plan, I think vou give him a blanket power. 

Senator Burter. I am sincere about this. I am as much interested 


in this as you are The eC 1s nobody in Coneress that is more interest dd 


in preserving American Government than I am, and I would be 
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fearful of any plan which would permit any public servant, the 
President of the United States included, to overrun and impinge on 
any act of the Congress. But I do not think that this does that, and 
I would like for you to point out to me wherein you think it does it. 

Senator JOHNSTON. Where it 

Senator Burter. Yes. How could this reorganization effect a 
change in the policies as laid down by the Congress? 

Senator JoHNsron. It gives him a right to go into and consolidate 
all of the agencies that it does not exclude ‘all of them, ¢ xcept the ones 
that you exclude in this reorganization, every one of them, 

Senator BurLter. Does the consolidation of a department change 
policy? It still is bound by law to do a certain thing. And so long 
as it does it economically and within the framework of the law, what 
difference does it make who he reports to? 


Senator Jounstron. I think it amounts to a lot. Subservience is 
the k Probably we differ in our views in regard to it. 

senator BurLer. No. We ma have exactly the same view. Iam 
hunting for light. This is a new thing to me. I have not given any 
consideration to this plan. But I would say this: If you set up a 


department or agency of Government in the executive branch, at the 


time we do it most usually, we do not spell out every little detail who 


shall do this and who shall do that. That is why we appoint compe- 
tent men to head these departments. We lay down the general 
policies. We tell them what we want them to do, and then we put 
them to work to do it. We do not sit there at their desk all day and 


see that they do it. 

Senator JOHN STON. | do not believe that the Senator was here when 
I started at first. I cited at that time House Report No. 166, regard- 
ing the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, and on page 
9 you will find where the Congress is told what the plan proposes to do. 
That is what I want them to do in this plan. 

Senator Burier. That is a mere table of organization, and that 
table of organization, if it was found after that plan had been adopted 
that that table of organization was bulky and unworkable, would not 
the department head have a chance and a right to move one fellow 
over from here to there without coming back to the Congress? 

Senator Jounson. That was given to us, though, as a guiding light 
for what they were going to do. 

Then you will find again here, in Reorganization Plan No. 1, a 
chart showing just what was proposed, what changes were being made, 
and all. That is what I want done in this particular plan. 

Senator MicCLeuuaNn. Is that the Bureau of Internal Revenue? 

Senator Jounston. This the Department of the Treasury, re- 
organization of the Bureau of Internal Revenue. 

Senator Buriter. Is that No. 1 of 1952? 

Senator Jounston. This is plan No. 1 of 1952, and you will find 
this map on page 9. 

Senator Burter. Everybody has been very highly critics! of that 
plan, and a lot of them are sorry they voted for it. 

Senator Jounstron. I voted against that plan. 

Senator Butter. But what does it mean? No basic law has been 
disturbed. And it may have been better if the collector or the 
Commissioner had had a little more latitude. Maybe he could now 
change some of that. 
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Senator Jonnston. That is your argument, and mine is that | 
want to know what we are going to do. That is the only thing 
Senator Burier. I will admit that I am in a new field, and maybe 
I have not caught up with my reasoning and theory of government. 

Senator Jounsron. I know the Senator from \laryland keeps up 
in everything. We just might have a different philosophy. 

Senator BurLer. I was going to say that when the Senator from 
Georgia made a pretty strict analysis of this plan, I started to think 
about it. I would like to have some light on this plan. But I would 
like to say that up to the moment I do not see where I have heard 
that there is any real danger inherent in this plan 

Senator Smiru. Are there any further questions? 





Senator MeClellan IS he re senator Mi ( ‘he lan ao you have some 
observations or questions? 

Senator McCLeLiaN. Only 1 or 2 questions or observations, Madam 
Chairman. 

The Senator has just referred to the blueprint or n that was 
carried out and was submitted along with the reorganization plan of 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue of the Treasury Department Now, 
some say that they are unhappy about it But at least we had before 
US a blue print as to how it Was to bye reorganl red. The plan Was spelled 
out in considerable detail, and everyone knew what changes were 
going to be made, and how the strueture would be changed. 

So whether it was good or bad, we had it before us. | anticipate 
I do not know that Secretary Benson will come down here and 
present to this committee and to the Congress a similar plan, a similar 
blueprint. If he does not, I will not vote for this. | can say that 
very frankly. And even if I approve this plan, if I agree to it gen- 


erally, that is, as a good reorganization, | would vote for it most 


reluctantly because we are voting on the basis of promises as to what 
will be done and not voting for a law that spells out what is to be done. 

That is the thing that I think is inherently wrong in all of this 
reorganization. Wi are given to takine someb ly Ss promise as Lo how 
he is going to do something and how he is rome to ust the power 
without submitting a plan saying how the department or the agency 
will be reorganized 

Now, there is just one thing that the Senator in his prepared state- 
ment stated with which I do not quite acree Some of the statements 
of the Senator I do agree with very much. But he intimated, at least, 
that this was no time to reorganize the Departme nt of Acriculture, 
that reorganization should be deferred because we do not have a long- 


range farm program as vet, and we have to make a change in that, 


or the present program will soon expire, and we had better wait 
I do not agree with that. The Department of Agriculture will 
continue to funetion with whatever program we have, and it is essen- 


I 

tial and necessary that very substantial reorganizations be made in it 
before we determine finally the long-range program, whatever it may 
be, and that is the responsibility of Congress. 

[ am anxious to see reorganization, and | want to vote for a plan to 
reorganize it. But there is a matter of principle I want to preserve 
I do not want to vote for blanket authority. I did not vote for the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue plan, but in all fairness they did come 
down here with a blueprint and laid it right on the line and said what 
they were going to do. 
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Now, ther me promise the ave tl ome of our friends think 
th not keep, and that \ \ reference to civil sers the 
el ( OL COtl Lol Ol put Com oners oO yh ey r th V were 
rel a lic i th pian But »>TAT et isk tructure i ie rvaniza- 
( set it out most clearh nd we had it before us, and so fat 

they carried out that basic reorganization jus hey 
1) ep ed 1t in thre hart to which thie sf itor hast rerres 

My hope i may exp! this, and I do not know how I am going 
oO Vol n this resolution as 1 my hoy s that the Secretary of 
Acricu ire W 1] come Gown h I'¢ with 2 similar b| leprint an chart 
ay \ EN retlhy what he proposes to do f his power Is del ted to 
hi ( the reorganization plan If and when he does that would 
lik tO make a Sus estiol | do not suppos | will he riven much 
CO! (i tl Th hut t | 1 | should lilce to suggest that thy President 
With tI lan nd send down a plat embody ne am n porating 
ha es rong to do if this aut! inted 
| ll meht th i would be most happy to vote to ‘ i thin 
hat there son rgeneyv about this 

1 thin that th Departme! needs reorganization | I that 
W ould et to Bi I wou ld | e some time to find a wa the 
Co ess to wet les sla on throt n on reorganization w hout blanket 
del on of power and a ( which \ then | control 

| Senator tron farvl id het l sed the question ul 1 1 believe 
} ( man ¢ dl bout the ne sitv ol hi pp! n ‘UAT th 
SE et oS msiult \ } | L¢ STO” roups Vy l ) do i} he 
1) sit practicable to do so 

Se} tor lIOHN ON Hi does not have to do it 

~ tor McCLEeLLAN. Now, if he does not deem pra ible, h 
aoes not have to consult Ww {| wnvone 

Am other thir r apoiut the onsultations the OCT rally mean 
that the Seeretary, or whoever has that authority to consult, simply 
telis Vo what he is going to do id listens to you if he wants to 
and th » oes ON and does as he pleases anvhow The I’ Is nothing 
to keep him fron doing as he wants to alter consultation 

1} pom} hat | Mh Manin nel Is that Wah LO Keep SON con- 

| of hes reore’a ons in the Coneress and As | V( Ol i 
Dinn. | want » thin] | 3¢ it least thin | Vibat th rean 

ition oOmn » be hike it is consummated. 

1") I objection o this plan If | vote against it. | Il do 
) { eluctantl Bi I do 1 wav out ue the Secreta W |] 
Ol down here and lay befor sa blue print, a chart, as the Bure: 
Ol Int | Reveniu did la Ca Ol plan Ne | But if he de Ss not 
( ly | tn) yt ot {oI his del ration OL pow 

har vou, Madam Chairman 

5 Jounston. I do not think that the Senator differs with 

ement too much Of course, in regard to his statement that 


ree with 
the Senator that there ought to be some reorganization and I stated 


he did not agree that now was not the time, I believe and a 


oinmy remarks. I want that plainly understood 
| think that we need some reorganization in the Department, and 
[ so told the chairm 


an when | was GISCUSSING the matter with her 
a few minutes ago. But | think my proposals indicate the way we 
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Senator SmirH. The Chair would lke to ineh 
3 observations, simply for the record, not as a 
There has ay en considerable discussion about 
Zu 


l { 
feels that was t 


lon Some state that it she ld come by leg] 


> "7 *)> 
1953 io 

] . | ) 
ci¢ n the record Zz ot! 
en ior the iin) 


the need I 
lation | 


D> ' 
ie reason why we had the Reorganization Act, that 


we could not seem to do thi thines that were necessary by lecislati yn 


As an example of that, and our own reference t 
Secretaries, the Senator may remember about 
Cooley bill came in to pro\ de for 2 additional 
passed by the House but failed in the Senate 


2 additional! Assistant 
2 vears ago that th 
5 taries, and was 


two oth “als was iustified at th it tire ah the committee 


Does the Senator remember that? 


<. . T +» a’ + 
senator JOHNSTON. I recall that 


Senator SmirH. There has been some differe: 


; : ; 
the delegation of functions. and for the record 
to read section 4, delegation of functions, sectio 


‘ the ¢ te that tl Cal 


T4 1 ‘ l 4 
It seems to the Chair that any Secretary w 
practicable to keep the (Congress informed 


nn 1 : ; 
Chere have been references made also to th 


aurerences hetw een 


the last plan and the present plan, and for the reeord | would like to 
read an excerpt from a staff memorandum explaining the differences 
between the two plans 
Reor: tic Plan No. 2 of 1953 differs fr Re I N 
950 ' 
| C're \ { 
‘ I 
} Secreta ( d | 
D ! a 
1 
fy ) ; 
| it Secre i a i 
ms ck Sta ‘ Ca i i a i [ 
roeral ( i ( iit 
i nitath ( i 
( Lp priati ns ( il hey ( 
V hic A Sule i Lp} opri { 


The staff memorandum referred to appears 01 





Are thet ) vatio 
ent to asi I ns th 
Senator ( Lter I 
put into the record It is from the president of 
Farm Bureau, relative to Reorganization Plan 


} 


I would like to put that into the record 
Senator SmirH. Without objection it will be 
ings along with your statement 
The letter referred to is as follows 


\ l il i 
hat ft ild hil to 
the S h Carolina 
Vo Of LOsO 


included in the hear- 
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assurance along specific lin \\ ey re ul eciate 
ve \ i i 

Ki Lt I 1 ( ( 
of the Producti 1) Ad 
SO. oO \ il bas 

Second, L we a b Le 
{ oug ee ‘ I ( s 
—\ ice } i¢ e P\ 

Chit it vital to } ‘ 
district vould be ibordina P \ 
iit te rt col i I 

Fo I should li . ' , . / f 
Service W e plac l I | sc°S i 
be iad =i 1 t ¢ 1 F 

rift t e PMA com ‘ ) 
would « Oop rai 

Sixth, would you plac ; Ext n Servi 
into the operatic ) ora ( O ! il 
demonstration \ rk? 

These are questions whicl I ( I { ae ry { 4 { 1o7 I 
reorganiZation Issue that 1 r\ ore the S¢ 
eandid advice in clarif i ( cl } of au ( 
for re rvanizin Lhe Le rome t, I a | it au the IR iil 1 
Plan No. 2 of 1953, or som 

With kindest reg: , | am 

Sj re ‘ 
( 1) j 
Senator SmirH. Mr. J. T. Sa 3 S counsel of the 


National Grange, who was here vesterd: is. he We will 
hear from vou, Mr. Sanders 
\lr. Sanders. will vou ¢ive vour name and whom ve represent to 
. ' ! 


the committee for the record 


STATEMENT OF J. T. SANDERS, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, TI 
NATIONAL GRANGE 


_ 
ty 


Mr. SANDER Madam Chairman, members 0 he committee, m 
name is J. T. Sanders | am the legislative counsel of the National 
Grange, and | appear on behalf of the National Grange 

I have a statement here, and I shall just read the statement, Madan 
Chairman. 

Senator SmirH. You may proceed 

Mr. Sanpers. Six departments of the Federal Government have 


been reorganized under the General Reorganization Act of 1949, and 
the National Grange has wholeheartedly supported all of these reor- 
canization proposals that incorporated the essentials laid down by the 
Commission on Reorganization of the Executive Branch of the Gov- 
ernment. Reorganization Plan o. 2 of 1953 fo 


bas Cc principles laid down by the Commission on Reorganization olf 


it | .’ x +} 
Ows closely ne 


the Executive Branch of the Government, and we are in hearty 
agreement with it We hope sincerely that the committee will 


facilitate its becomine effective as soon as possible 
The National Grange appeared before the Commission on Organiza 
tion of the Executive Branch of the Government when it was formu 
lating its original recommendations WV e also appeared before the 
Agricultural Task Force that was in charge of the special study on the 
problem of reorganization of the United States Department of Agricul- 
ture We, therefore, have had a direct and active part m this move- 
ment for improving our Federal Government from the beginning 
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iv ORGA \ ON PI VO » () 
\\ babi i | i ipprove f thie I ily ecIple 
! ie Com! on propose 
| >on tn | \ | ! ul ow sult iron 
I ’ In it il pla ( 
‘ it ! | etl ! fministration of 
I | on ! il ( | Ol LLIOnNs 1D ) 
yi flie | eli ‘ Mh ul Wavs iru 
! » el ( rf t Go ent hey ex hei 
) 0 oral nad « nev of the pe 
( It } 4 lex ve D tha d! yn has saved 
! eh ( \ ! nt expense 
| ( Ol { R ( i ! No mr othe Uy ted trate 
Depa \ no ception to the general principle 
ppir it othe! ) l oO i! vulva complished bricte the Gen 
| Reo atu 1ct 1949 thre present time Y agen oO} 
i Department of Agricult der the full jurisdiction of thy 
Sec! | { Pure ) Ol ened nader spec L ie LoL 
er ol thor lal I t to the Secretar limited juris 
adictio onl (iDVvio i\ ro secretary 1S @lvel the respon bility of 
Inst ng Hen ly such a d ided house, he cannot 1 nder to 
{ Co! ma } | lent hy most effi if t sery ( 
onally ca Che Commission on Reorgan 
i f the E cutive Braneh of the Government put the cas 
riclly when it said “no subordinate should have authority independent 
1 ty) perior’’ and that ever dministrator “should have full author- 
| | reol } TiOn « | iepartment 
new n the Department over which the Secret: now has 
( rat iutho Acricultural Research Admin- 
tra the Production ond Marketing Administration, the Com- 
Y Kxehange Authoritv, the Extension Service, the Foreign 
Lo: Iral Sery Ofhee oi Hudwzet and | nance thre Office ot 
Plant Mana ment, the | rary The agencies ove which his author 
s legislatively limited are the Bureau of Agricultural Economies, 
t| est Service, the Soil Conservation Service, the Farmers’ Hom« 
\dmunistration, th Rural Electrification \dministration, and tl 
Ofl of the Solicitor \ll of these listed agencies would be broueht 
inder the Secretary full j risdiction, so tal as personnel and duplica 
on of funetions are concerned, by the Reorga ization Plan No. 2 
1} dition to ti above 6 agencies of limited jurisdiction there are 
1 other wenctes m_ the Departmen over which the Secretary's 
ruthoril 5 | orally mited but \\ hy 1} are not ine | wied Ith thre plan now 
esented Thes are the Co modity Cre lit Corporation, the Federal 
‘ Op Ins rai e Cory oration, the Offic: of Hearing Kxaminers, and the 
Karm Credit Administration Since | am sure the Secretary of 
Agriculture will explain in cetail why these last four agencies are left 
{ the proposed reorganization plan, | shall not discuss these 


asons, except that | would like to sav that, in the case of the Farm 


wency Is now 






Credit Administration, legislation dealing with this : 


+} ‘ommitt P tha (‘o vl h explan y Dar v aft 
erore the ommuittees of the Congress, which ¢ Yplains in part why it 


Snow omitted 
The National Grance. through a ioint Farm Credit Committee of 
which the present Secretary of Agriculture was an original member, 


has collaborated closely over a period of 10 or 11 vears with two 


other major national farm organizations and with Farm Credit Agen 





.representatives throughout the country more recently, in an effort 
to work out plans for reorganization of the Farm Credit Administra 
tion, which plans are how pend legislation 

Ve should like to call attention to some of the features incorporated 
n the present reorganization plan which were not included in the 1950 
propos cl plan No | 

These are the ones vou numerated, Ma m Chairman, just 
moment ago. But I shall repeat them 

In he first plac i} (i it per ( rovIs 

ritten into tt which ol yates the Secretatl oO consul with enern 
farm: organization lead and ti ' I e comi ( ol t 
C onvress before nen KeS Al ! r reo! L1O j ! 

i would like to in that conneetion that ms to th; \ 
cun get no efficiency out of oe rime es e have ist In ( 
administrators whom e emf \ o do the job, and we can get no 
efficiency unles tha VaAMINISLTAlol has the power o elminatin 
«} mii ulions ind ro ] | | ( hat ( | ( a} mictio 
that he has to administer 

~( eems to us tl h Is eryv re on I ori { S1VE 
idn strator the powel! O lo t] LINE \ { Have Lice 
administration of our ¢ Pride 

ly thre second lace _ ii Dove t! res pian ierent 
irol that tf 1950 » that rhe I: } redit Adi ~ t1on Is empt | 
rom the operation Of thie pi 1 Wi | I eas oO he 1950 
yoy | thre third pridne there iI ( I ort rl he les ( 
objec lve \ tten into the irrent Opos bat were ( c ! ed 
n th 19o0 pia yhich al Cl | 

iat the Secretary in undertaking anw new r zation mus ; 
se thereby tO SsImMpitl aon more { function ( 
he ern 

ly hat connes io ms ) hat unde! ovision he ¢ Mot 

ndertake to do thu litical | oses unless the funda 
rit tel principle Written u:heres in lus efforts Hen ttry tosimpiti 
and make more efficient the functioning of tbat agen: 

Second, he must seek to place the administration of farm programs 
as close to the State and local levels as possible; and third, he mu 
adapt the programs to regional State and local condition All of 
the se are sound principles oO! obj etives of 2ood vvernment that the 
National Grange has lone stood fo1 

In conclusion [ would like to emphasize that the sound reorganiza 
tion of the Department of Agriculture, alon he lines as laid down 





1 the ¢ OmMmMission on Oreanization o tl itive Branch ol the 
Government, is lone since overdue. We hav reat faith im the 
sincerity, the Integrity, and the motives I th present secretar 
and believe that he should be given the full bipartisan support of 

\Niembers of the Congress in this mattet We be ve that the pres 

proposal follows out in letter and spirit the general principles set out 
BG As PN wet ae e rte ase te Bete We aincerel' 
in the Neorganization Commussion’s recommendations We sincerely 


trust that the committee will recommend approval of the plan No. 2 

of 1953 as it has been s mitted by the President 
Thank you, 

sMitH. Thank you very much, Mr. Sanders. 

I gather that vou feel, or the people that you represent feel, that 


the changes are sufficient to support the pial that comes to the 
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Congress at this time over the one that the National Grange was 
opposed to in L950 

\ir. SANDERS. Yes We feel that there are some basic differences 
in this plan which guarantee an opportunity for those on the outside 
that are interested in sound administration of the Department of 
Acriculture and its programs to have something to say when major 
reorganizations are propos a And the other pian did not do that, 
Madam Chairman 

Senator Surry. You feel also that such authority as this plan gives 


the Secretary Ss necessary to eliminate the duplications and over 


lapping that have grown up in the Department 

\ly SAND s \ eS we certa niy aig) and we f¢ e| that thes dupitea 
tions and overlappings are not easily foreseen In other words, it 1s a 
COnLIDUIn proces to keep an organs ton Like the Departm nt run 
nine efficiently because changes occur; conditions occur which cause 
the funetions 1 he nerformed somewhat citke rently And we think 
that the reorganization of the Department 1s a continuing process 
whatad © administrator should have the right, within certain limits 
set, doy (C‘oneress. to perlorm 

Senator SMITH Do vou not thin that the secretary has the au 
thoritv und tine la o carry on that continuing correction, 
that is what we mav ¢call it, of ove lapping duplicating, and inefh 
( 1h¢ 

My S pc some of these funetions he does, but some of them 
he dot ot, becaus certain legal limitations are placed ipon him with 
evard to some of these organizations that are now not fully under his 
co 

‘or example. the Soil Conservation Service and PMA may seriously 
averlan and duplicate each other. But the Soil Conservation Service 

without his jurisdiction In certain respects at the present time it 
is one of those functions In the Department that he does not have fi 


authority over at the present time 
Senator Surru. And he would have, under this plan? 
\ir. Sanpers. Under this plan we think he would have, because 


that authori is given to him which is now limited under the law 

Senator Smita. Senator Dworshak? 

Senator DworsHak. I have no questions 

senator SMITH senatol Butler? 

Senutol s1 | No aque ions 

Senator SmitrH. Senator MeClellan? 

senator M cCLELLAN Mav I ask you one que tion. Mr. Sanders? 

I would like to recall this. | remember about the National farm 
Bureau. but I am not certain about the Grange. Did you oppose 


the reorganization plan last year! 

Mr. Sanpers. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCietian. The Grange did oppose it? 

Mr. Sanpers. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCLe.tLan. That was my recollection. 

Mr. Sanpers. That is right, sir 

Senator McCLeLtan. Now you say that the difference in the pend- 
ing plan and that of last year are sufficient in your judgment to justify 
the Grange’s changing its position and supporting this plan, whereas 
it opposed the previous plan? 

Mir. Sanpers. Yes, sir; that is correct 
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Senator McCuLeuan. I find the Farm Bureau, which is the large 
farm organization in my State, now in the same position. I may say 
that I got a letter from one of its distinguished officials a few days ago 
complaining about a letter campaign, a drive being put on and pressure 
being put on the Congress and the committee Lo reject this plan, and 
[ regret to say, or maybe I was pleased to adivse him, that all of the 
pressure or all of the letters that I have received, prac tically all of 
them are from members of the Farm Bureau who are supporting the 
plan. 

So if I am getting any pressure, I am getting it from that source 
and not from those who oppose the plan. 

Mr. Sanpgers. We have an organization in your State, of course, not 
as strong as the Farm Bureau in numbers 

Senator McC.Lenuan. That is correct. But the point that I am 
making is that 1 hope in weighing these plans and voting on them | 
am trving to adhere to what I regard as basic principles. Now, the 
question I would have to weigh from your standpoint is simply, 
Do the changes and differences between this plan and the one pre- 
viously submitted justify a change from opposition to support. 

Mr. Sanpers. We feel so, Senator. 

Senator McCieititan. Do you not think, in view of your having 
opposed, or your organization’s having opposed, the plan before, and 
now supporting this plan, that the committee and the members of 
Congress should look into those changes and determine whether, 
where vou found them sufficient to warrant a change of position in 
your organization, whether they warrant the Congress changing its 
position? 

Mr. Sanpers. Here is another viewpoint that has not been ex- 
pressed, Senator, that I believe is important in considering this plan. 
If this plan passes, it is not a constitutional amendment. The Con- 
gress can immediately take up any undesirable things that the Sec- 
retary does and pass legislation impelling him to do what Congress 
wants him to do. 

Senator McCieLian. They may have to do it by a two-thirds 
majority vote of both Houses, though. You recognize that, do you 
not? 

Mr. Sanpers. Yes, possibly so, in this case. They might have to 
do it if the President objected to it, of course. 

Senator McCuetitan. We assume that the Secretary is going to 
conform to the President’s policies. We must assume that. 

Mr. Sanpers. That is probably true, ves, sir. Nevertheless, it is 
not as final as some of the remarks here seem to indicate to me. 

Senator McCieian. It is not wholly irrevocable. 

Mr. Sanpers. That is right. 

Senator McCieiian. That is what you mean? 

Mr. Sanpers. That ts right. 

Senator McCue.ian. But it certainly puts the Congress in the 
position of handicapping itself if it does not agree with it, because it 
might be compelled to assert its legislative responsibility and authority 
by a vote sufficient or adequate to override a Presidential veto. It 
might do that. 

Mr. SanpeErs. Our organization—and I venture to say nearly 
everybody connected with this hearing—has at times criticized the 
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Department very strongly for duplications and overlapping som 
of these duplications under the present authority of the Secretary 


cannot be eliminated But I think under this he could eliminate a 


lot of these undesirable things that now he does not have the power! 


to el nate nd it seems to us that in all justice an administrato1 
that is trvine to do the right thine—and we must assume that thi 
secretary s trving to do that will try to eliminate a creat manv of 


the difficulties that we have heretofore had 


Senator McCnLELLAN May i make this observation? It is not 
a case of distrusting the present Secretary of Agriculture or the next 
O! B { rood people, well-intentioned people, oft nN disacree on 
vhat is best and rmght as a program and as a policy And so the 
prin responsibility rests with the Congress 

No we can abdicate it | am not quarreling about duplications 
and so fort] Surely, that is the purpose of the Reorganization Plan 
One of the main purposes is to trv to eliminate those things All J 
am a ine for here is that the Secretary come down here with a plan 


that shows how he is going to earrv out this delegation of authority 
and power that is conferred upon him by this reorganization plan 
Vow | do feel that we are entitled to see it and know what it is | 
thin} ul would agree with that. 

Vir. SanpgERS. There are some things that we would like to know, 


enator McCieLuaANn. You agree with that, do vou not? 


Ir. SanpERsS. Yes. ‘There are some things that we would like 
to know In the first place, we heartily agree with the very strong 
expression that Senator Russell made here yesterday, namely, that 
we did not believe that PMA and SCS should be consolidated with 
the Extension Service. We do not believe that the Extension Servic: 


ean perform those functions. We believe it would ruin the function 


of the Extension Service to make such a combination. 
Now, of course, we would be unalterably opposed to such a combina- 
ion as that, and we believe that the Secretary woul | consult us, an | 


( ‘ 


we would not hesitate to sav very strongly that. to our way of thinkine, 
that was very, very poor administration 

Senator MeC1 EKLLAN Now, let us raise one other question there 
I am just trvinge to 


cet a record on this thing so that we can apprais 
the good and the bad in it and then try to determine where our duty 
lies in supporting or opposing it . 

This is a continuing authority You have the present Secretary 
and you might persuade him that it would be bad to make that 
consolidation He mav not do 1 \t the end of the year he may 
resivl | cd »> no KnOW He may do if before the end of the year, 
and then we will have a new Secretary, or at least he is not to be the 
Secretary in perpetuity We know that some day he will be changed 


‘ io 1 * } 7 
But if this reorganization plan becomes a law it becomes a law just 
6 1 ts. 


as if it is written on the statute books. And until the ¢ ‘ongress does 


take affirmative action to withdraw that power and that authority 
it will continue through this present Secretary *s successor and on dowa 
the line 

| do not know. Some day we may get a Secretary in there who 
will do some of these thines that vou Say right now vou object to, and 
that would ruin the program. 
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The point is that | would feel reasonably certain that the 
Secretarv 1s going to consult and is goine to listen to the leaders of 
farm organizations in this country and not do anvt 


or that would be so harmful | feel th 


hinge so radieal 
at wav about it But | hate to 
put my stamp of approval on legislation that will permit him to do 
otherwise and give MV advance sanction of his authority to do it 


That is the problem that confronts us, who hav the responsibility 


t | ! 


for legisiating [ yust do not think it is wise to do that And for 
that reason I think these powers here ought to be limited to 
reasonabl period of time | believe vou Will agree with that 

Mr. SANDERS As I stated, | think that reorganization Is a con 
tinuing process and | rically ve believe that he should have that 
authority at all times. But I do not think that we would have any 
serious objection if the bill were resubmitted with a time limitation 
on it I do not think that we would ol ject to that | have discussed 
that with our national master, and he says that 

Senator McC Lecuan. | hope that as we develop these facts, if 
there is a lack of proper controls retained in the Congress by this 


plan, and a lack of definiteness as to what is going to be done under 
it, the administration will lan and submit a plan to 
} 
i 


us that will eliminate these objections, and 


] ] 
withdraw the p 


t 


‘t the Congress approve 
it and let it go into effect, and let us get reorganization under way. 


atitl 
That is what L want to see | think that it could be done. 

I am reluctant to vote against it I will sav ve ry frankly that I am 
very anxious to see some action taken to reorganize where it Is neces 
sary and to vet some re sults But I do not want to be confronted her 
a vear from now with my farmers all torn up and unhappy and saving, 
“You have wrecked the D¢ partment,’ and this, that, and the other. 
And I will say. ‘““Well, the Department did 

‘Yes: but vou vave them the authori y ‘ hey could not have done 


il if Vou had not voted for a plan that you knew was de fective.”’ 
Mr. SANDERS. Senator, as I see it 
Senator McCLe.tuan. We cannot abdicate responsibility We can 
abdicate authority, but we are still accountabl 
Mr. SANDERS. Senator, this 1s ust & case where you cannot have 


your eake anc eat it, too It is necessary to cive the See ‘ 


c tary some 
right to iron out the duplications and straighten out some of the di 
fects of the Department, and the only way that you can give | 
authority is to give it to him 

Senator McCLe.tuan. We ean give him the authority 

Mr. SANpERs. What is that? 


Senator McCLeLLAN. We ean give him the authoritv, but do you 


{ 


1im that 


] : } 3 » 
not think that it is advisable for him, 1f he is competent to reorganize 


it, if he needs this plan do you not think that he should be eapable of 


coming down here and laying a blueprint before us and saying, ‘This 
is what I am going to do if vou give me the authority”? 

Mr. Sanpers. I feel somewhat about that as I do about the price 
support laws in the present case. The present Secretary is saddled 
with a definite law until the end of next vear And if | were Secretary 
of Agriculture | do not think that | wo ild oO} 1] out m stating ¢ actly 


what sort of price-support law I was going to advocate. I would take 
the time that I have, that I have to take, anvhow, and study this thing 
rather carefully. 
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Senator McCLeLLaANn. We are not talking about that 
Mr. SanprERs. Now, I think that maybe the reorganization is in 


the same « ategoryv, too 

Senator McCLeLuan. We are not even talking about that. 

Mr. Sanprers. I know that we are not But it is the same thing 
The reorganization of the Department of Agriculture is a colossal job, 
one that takes time to learn what is best to do. 

Senator McCLetuan. I agree 

Mir. SanpErRs. ‘l'o really get into all of the various 

Senator McC.Le tian. The farm program and the price-support 
programs are a colossal job, too 

Mr. SaAnpeErRs. Yes, I think so, too 

penator Mec €1 ELLAN But [ am not willing to deleg 


Q gate that power 
to the Secretary. I think that is the Congress’ responsibility 

Nit SANDERS Now, if the secretary does not come up here \ ith n 
definite plan, aside from what is inserted in the law, and [ have no 
idea whether he will or not, or whether he feels that he can conscien- 
tiously do so at the present time, but it does seem to me that there 
is a time limit to the ability of a new administration ascertaining all 
of the things that it would like to do in reorganizing the Department 
of Agri ulture And | do not know whether the secretary will come 
up here with a full plan or not, but it seems to me that that ought not 
to keep him from having the authority to reorganize the Department. 


Senator McCieiian. I would not expect every detail, but we 
certainly should have the basic structure of the changes he intends 
to make. 

Mr. Sanpurs. We, like you, would like to know some of those 
things ahead of time. 

Senator McC.LeLian. We will give him some latitude, of course, 
and he must have some. But I am just unhappy when I am asked 
to vote for a plan that delegates all this power, and you say, “Well, 
the Secretary does not know vet He is not prepared vet to tell us 
just exactly what he is going to do.” 

Well, if that is true, if he does not know what he is going to do by 
now—and I am not criticizing him if he has not had the time—then 
I would criticize sending the request up here for this power until he 
does know what he is voing to do, or wants to do. 

Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Senator Smita. Mr. Sanders, as I understand it, as legislative 
counsel for the National Grange, you are speaking for the National 
Grange, are you not? 

Mr. Sanpers. Yes. I made that statement, I think, at the first. 
At least, I intended to make it 

Senator Smirxa. Thank you very much. The subcommittee appre- 
ciates having your views, and especially appreciates your waiting 
over until today to give us the benefit of them. 

Mr. SanperRs. Madam Chairman, of course we appreciate the 
opportunity of expressing to the committee our views on this important 
subject, because we live with the Department of Agriculture. We 
were organized almost at the same time as the Department of Agri- 
culture, and I suppose more than any other organization we have 
been right with it in all of its changes, and we have advocated nearly 
every basic change that has taken place in the Department throughout 
its entire history. 
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Senator Smiru. And you feel that there are changes needed? 

Mr. SanpErs. Yes, Madam Chairman. 

Senator Smirx. Thank you. 

Mr. Sanprers. Thank you. 

Senator Smirxa. Mr. Gavin W. McKerrow, of the National Milk 
Producers Federation. 

Will vou give your name and your title, and whom you represent? 
We shall be very pleased to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF GAVIN W. McKERROW, NATIONAL MILK 
PRODUCERS FEDERATION 


Mr. McKrrrow. Madam Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, | am Gavin McKerrow, of Pewaukee, Wis., and I am appearing 
here today to support the President’s Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 
1953. 

My appearing is as chairman of the committee representing the 
National Milk Producers Federation. This federation is the oldest 
and largest agricultural commodity organization in the United 
States. It consists of 97 farmer-owned cooperatives and some 600 
submember associations with a combined membership of approx- 
imately 460,000 dairy farm families in 46 States. The volume of 
milk and cream sold or manufactured in various forms by these 
cooperatives exceeds 22 billion pounds a year 

I am a Wisconsin dairy farmer and president of a dairy marketing 
cooperative, Golden Guernsey Dairy of Milwaukee, which is made up 
of 528 farmers who produce and market their own milk; and together 
with the cooperation of their emplovee members, we have been 
successful in developing a business which totals about $10 million 
per vear. 

My coming to Washington to support this plan to reorganize the 
United States Department of Agriculture is not the result of a sudden 
impulse. You might say that I got an active urge to do something 
about the reorganization just about 4 years ago. 

Karly in 1949, the ae Commission issued its report. The 
public expenditure survey in Wisconsin acts as a sort of Government 
information clearinghouse “a research agency for many local tax- 
payer associations in Wisconsin on a strictly nonpolitical basis. The 
Hoover report was a tailormade bipartisan research report aimed 
more efficient Federal Government. We organized our bipartisan 
committee to promote adoption of the Hoover report. So 1 am also 
present as spokesman for the Wisconsin Committee on Hoover 
Commission Findings of which | am proud to be chairman. 

Our committee had representatives of industry, labor, government, 
women’s organizations, civic groups, and farming. You could not 
get a more representative cross section of Wisconsin population, 

We studied and discussed every bill introduced with a Hoover 
Commission label. We found that in our membership we usually 
had someone who was some sort of expert on every subject that came 
up. Of course, at first industry and labor glared at each other across 
the table; then they both glared at the farmers. Then, maybe, the 
farmers and industry and labor all looked suspiciously at our college 
president. I might say that one of the industry representatives, our 
first chairman, was Walter Kohler, now Governor of the State. 
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I y to emphasize that committee support wasn t given to any 
posit unless the me alist involved was satisfied with it and 
less all membe) of the commit understood it 
| Choos round rules we supp ted most of the Hoover Com 
on le sation propos lin 1949 Che Department of Agriculture 
I t seem to meet ai ur speciheations 
How ( | hould S72.) hy na whos me hmv prepa dst Ll ert 
hat | ) ‘ allv si 1) ted the LQ5S0 pl | read |] oO Senator 
Vi ed prepared « n e report dat that tin ed 
ion, which | ilso represent today, did not take a stand, and I do not 
believe that Senator Johnston ean find any statements of mine one 
iby or the other But if there were any, thev were in favor of th 


In 951 another bill to reorganize the Department > 1149. was 

on if ed alon \\ ith bills eovermn other nreas nm the Hoove r report. 
Che committee waded through them and practically every one of them 
ot oul Ipport We worried over that a: riculture bill for a lone time 
and finally gave it our conditional support 

The National Milk Producers Federation, at its annual meeting in 
1950, had some question as to the desirabilitv of the reo ranization 
pian prope sed to the Congre At that time they appointed 2 com- 
nittee of which I was chairmat Because of the detailed nature of 
the plan and of some objectionable features of the parts of it relating 
to the Farm Credit Admiunistratiot the Fede ation ad d not feel like 
vin its iInqual fied ipport to the plan | oposed nt tha ime 
However, it our feelin that the present Reorganization Plan No. 2 
as now proposed is completely itisfactory and should be passed 


1 1 
promptiv bv this Congress 


The euttin of costs of vrovernment is one of the most important 
things which Government itself can do for the farmers of America 
It is our firm conviction that while plan No. 2 as now proposed does 
not carrv out all of the details sugvested by the Hooy r Commission, 
it does give the Secretary of Vor ulture the power to so change the 
pian of organization that the ady antages proposed in tl e Commiussion’s 
eorvanization plan could all eC obtained 

It gives the Secretary a clear line of responsibility and authorit 
o that many of the overlapping functions found by the Commission 


1 their study of the Department can be eliminated. The addition 


of two assistant secretaries will make it possible to streamline the 
organization and get effective supervision. The salaries of these two 





assistants, together with an administrative assis can be saved 
by the elimination of other personnel who are now operating more or 
less independently of the Secretary. The Commission found in their 
study that in many cases farmers received varying and conflicting 
vdvice from different bureaus in the Department on the same problem. 
The many instances of this kind can easily be found in the record of 
the investigations made by the Commission, and I should not take 
ul time of this committee to elaborate on them 

some ot those who have been enthusiastic for the adoption ol the 
Hoover Commission report in full might criticize the present bill 
because it does not carry out in detail more of the suggestions for 
reorganization. However, this may have some compensating ad- 
vantages in that the present plan will give more freedom for constant 
change and adaptation to new conditions, 
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We must choose between the rigid pattern that has result 


resu 
headway toward reorganization and this plan which will permit 
streamlining and modernization. Under this plan, as we see it, 
progress will not go out the window if there are strong objections to 
some minor change Secretary Benson chooses to make 

Krom the reading of the President’s presentation [ note that he 
refers to some rearranging of organizational units which is already 
taking place. Likewise, the President’s desire to handle th separate 
corporations and the Farm Credit Administration in some other man- 


ner will make this reorganization plan less controversial. The Na- 
tional Milk Producers Federation is favorable to this approach 

| would like to say here that the inclusion of the Federal Farm 
Credit Administration in the other plan was one of the reasons why 
they could not be votten in support of the 1950 plan 


As a general rule, the farmers of America have been conservatives. 


At the same time, their lives are a gamble Chey sow seed und the n 
ramble on the weather A handful Die come back 2S a bushel, if the 
qaays are sunny enough and not too wet or not too cold. A lot of hard 


work is part of the gamble 

But, members of the committee, hard as they work in their live 
that are a gamble, the farmers of America are not wasteful and they 
do hot like to see waste In any form on the part ol invbody else 


I am convinced that the growth of the Department of A 





since it began LO expand its ope rations in a laro wav in the thirties has 


resulted in waste—-waste of manpower, money, and material. The 
erowth haphazard the Hoover report indicates We have been 
wasting our national wealth 

Il am convinced, members of the committee, that waste, overlap and 
irresponsibility cannot last long in the Department if all lines of 
authority and responsibility are ¢ lear. It’s when we have little blind 
allevs in Government that costs run up unnecessarily 

The rapid expansion of the Department has left blind alleys where 


the Secretary is without authority to interfere in Department atfau 
which may not being carried out as well as possibl 
the authority. 


Speaking as a farmer who is more interest 


Let's give him 


ed in America as a whole, 
rather than in any segment of our society, | would like to register in 
favor of this as one of the most needed reforms in our Government 
Farmers enjoy the services of the United States Department « 
Agriculture. However, we do not think that a reorganization would 
necessarily curtail these services. But yet, even if it did, we considet 


it more paramount to cut down the costs of government than to 
allow the present high costs to continue 

Those groups in American life who are for the re port of the Hoover 
Commission in every respect, except where it begins to take away some 
of the services which Government gives to them, are shortsighted. 
We feel it is our duty, as an agricultural organization, to support this 
sensible reorganization plan and we hope that other groups will tak: 
the same broad attitude in relation to other reorganization plans based 
on the findings of the Hoover Commission 


Senator Smita. Thank you very much, Mr. McKerrow. 
gather from your statement that you believe that through the 


vears of development in the agricultural department, with new laws 
added from time to time, the Secretary of Agriculture should be given 
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a chance and the authority to eliminate some of the overlapping and 
duplicating laws which cause the trouble? 

Mr. McK rrrow Yes 

Senator Smita. And you think that he needs the authority to do 
that very thing? 

Mr. MeKerrrow. Yes, Madam Chairman. I think that he is in 
the same position as a manager for one ol our cooperatives Now. we 
have a board of directors, which is like Congress. We fix policies 
But if we hire someone as manager, we give him authority over his 
employees and over their functions. We want him to streamline 
those, and if we, as directors, tried to tell him just whom to hire and 
let him have a lot of emplovees that had a lot of authority over and 
above his, he would get into a mess, and our cooperative would go 
broke 

Senator Smirn. | gather also, then, that vou believe that if the 
Secretary went too far, Congress would stop him by legislation? 

Mr. MeKrrrow. I am quite sure you would, just as one of our 
boards would stop a manager that we hired. 

Senator Smrru. Senator Dworshak? 

Senator Dworswak. From what Mr. McKerrow said, I am pre 
suming that as a dairyman, he feels that it is good to have deep colors 
in dairy products, but he is not in favor of having redtape in Govern- 
ment 

Mr. McKerrrow. Very well said, Senator Dworshak 

Senator DworsHak. Thank you 

Senator Smirx. Senator Butler? 

Senator BurLer. No questions 

Senator Smriru. Thank vou very much, Mr. McKerrow, for giving 
us the benefit of your views. We appreciate your coming in here 
both as the representative of the National Milk Producers Federation 
and the representative of the Hoover Commission from Wisconsin 

Mr. McKerrrow. Thank you. 

Senator Smira. Mr. Clyde T. Ellis 

Senator Butter. Madam Chairman, I must leave to go to the floor. 

Senator Smrrx. Thank you for coming in, Senator Butler. 

Mr. Ellis, will you give us your name and representation for the 
recora 


STATEMENT OF CLYDE T. ELLIS, EXECUTIVE MANAGER, 
NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mir. Exits. Madam Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
my name is Clyde T. Ellis. I am executive manager of the National 
Rural Electric Cooperative Association, the national service organiza- 
tion representing 934 rural electric systems, in 42 States and Alaska, 
which are providing services to almost 34 million farm families and 
rural establishments 

We appeared before the Senate Committee on Expenditures in 
Executive Departments in 1951 to make known our opposition to 
any proposal which would result in the alteration of the organization 
or the functions of the Rural Electrification Administration. That 
appearance was relative to S. 1149. 

As you will recall, 5. 1149 was a bill sponsored by Senators of both 
parties to reorganize the Department of Agriculture along the lines 
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suggested by the Hoover Commission The rural electric coopera- 
tives and power districts of the country were on record against that 
proposal insofar as it would affect REA. 

In a meeting of the national board of directors of our association 
here in Washington on April 14, 1953, Reorganization Plan No. 2 
of the Department of Agriculture was the subject of a full discussion. 
The board then passed unanimously a motion to 
respectfully request Congress to exempt the Rural Electrification Administration 
from Reorganization Plan No. 2 


I believe the farmer members of our association throughout the 
country are as staunch advocates of economy and efficiency in Gov- 
ernment as can be found. Nothing in my statement here, today, 
should be construed as indicating that we are in any way opposed to 
general reorganization of the governmental departments to achieve 
maximum efficiency and economy. We do wish to express our opposi- 
tion to approval of Reorganization Plan No. 2 as submitted to the 
Congress and request that it be returned to the President. If Reor- 
ganization Plan No. 2 had exempted the Rural Electrification Admin- 
istration, as it did some other agencies, we would not be appearing 
before this committee. 

The functions of the Federal Government are quite varied and 
particular agencies are established to carry out general or special 
programs. We know of no Federal function comparable to that of the 
Rural Electrification Administration. REA is, in effect, the banker 
and ae adviser for the rural electric systems. No major indus- 
ary in America is growing as rapidly as the electrical industry and the 

tie growing segment of the electrical industry is the rural segment. 
in order to keep pace, therefore, the rural electrics must have an 
administration which is direct, effective, and dynamic. The problems 
with which a Rural Electrification Administration Administrator and 
his staff deal are highly technical in nature and conditions affecting 
the rural electrics change constantly and quickly. Consequently, 
we believe that the Rural Electrification Administration should not be 
subject to reorganization except by direct action of the Congress. 

The Rural Electrification Administration was first established ; 
the Congress as an independent agency headed by an Administrator 
appointed by the President, with the approval of the Senate, for a 
10-year term. It was stipulated in the act that its operation and 
employment should be nonpolitical. Reorganization Plan No. 2, 
effective July 1, 1939, placed the Rural Electrification Administration 
in the Department of Agriculture ‘under the genera! direction and 
upervision of the Secretary of Agriculture,” and the REA Legal 
Jivision was transferred to the office of the Solicitor of Agriculture. 

At the time of the transfer there was vigorous. apposition from rural 
electrification leaders to sacrific ing the comple tely inde pendent status 
of the REA. Asa consequence of t » strong fo eling on the matter, 
a very fine Administrator, Mr. ohn Nl Canmnosdy, submitted his 
resignation. Opposition to the loss of the independent status of the 
REA did not cease with Mr. Carmody’s resignation. As a result of 
continuous effort, the Senate passed a bill on May 14, 1945 (S. 89 
entitled the “REA Planning Act of 1945’, which would have made 
REA independent again This bill never became law and REA 
remained in the Department of Agriculture. 


Ss 
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hural clectri leaders have never become j conciled Lo the placn 
of REA in the Department of Agriculture and have continued to fe 
e program would be better served by a completely independent 


Since the reorganization in 1939, however, the various Seer 
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Now, we all know the Secretary of Agriculture is a political ay 
here is no criticism of that, but the secretary of Agricul- 
ture is a political appointee. So you would then make the Secretary 
of Agriculture, a political appointee, the actual head of the Rural 
Electrification Administration. 

Senator Smirx. Mr. Ellis, let me ask you right there, who names 
the head of the REA? 

Mr. Exits. The President, under the REA Act, and he is confirmed 
by the Senate. 

Senator SmirH. Just the same as the Secretary of Agriculture is 
named? 

Mr. Exurs. That is true. 


pointee, and t 
1 
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We would assume that the President would follow the letter and 
spirit of the act and that he would not make the REA Administrator 
a political appointee, whereas it is expected, I think, that he woul 
' make the Secretary of Agriculture a political appoint 
t Senator Smiru. That is not a requirement of law, is it? He ¢ 


name whomever he chooses or can get approved by the Senat 
Mr. Exuis. As Secretary of Agriculture? 
Senator Smiru. Yes 
Mr. Exvuis. Yes But we think it would be contrary to the spirit 
of the law for him to make a poilticar appommtment as head of REA 


ch ae dem OEP Fi 


° Senator DworsHak. You do not think, Mr. Ellis, that that wa 
done recently when Ancher Nelsen was named as Administrator of 
REA? 

Mr ELLIs. I was airaid somebody vould ask Me that, Senator 

° | would rather not comment on that Wea hopu c that it is 
not true. Let Mie Sa) that W ¢ have hich regard ( \ cher Nelsen 
We have known him for a long time He has been one of the rural 
electrification leaders in Minnesota. 

Senator DworsHa Did you not thinl ' you do not want to 
make a direct oO servation. that Nia Nelsen’ AcKeTOUNnA IS Pro ably 
much better than that of any oO hi prede¢ ors when the wer 
named as heads of REA? 

Mr. Exuis. Well, I had not thought of all of the I would sa 
that his background somewhat parallels tha of his predecessor. 
Claude Wickard was a farm leader. So has Nelsen been in Minn 
sota. Both were dirt farmers. Both had served in their State 
legislatures. 

Senator DworsHak. Was Mr. Wickard actually in REA prior to 
his appointment? 

\ir. Exits. Not in REA but he was a member of an electric co-op 
in Indiana, and as the Secretary of Agriculture [01 ‘veral veal h 
had taken an interest in REA and made decisio ihe ir it, fo 
REA ts one of the major agencies of the Departme1 

Senator DworsHak. | cert uinty do not want to raise a controversia! 
point, but I do think that there is little, if any, justification at this 
time for making any claims that Mr. Nelsen’s appointment as 
political and that the REA leaders and members throughout th 

» country have any justification to fear that he will tamper with th 


bipartisan or nonpolitical background of REA or do anything that 
would jeopardize the continued functioning and service of that fin 
organization. 

r Mr. Exuuis. I think our very presence here in asking that these 
powers not be taken away from him is evidence of our confidence in 
him, although we are consistent in the principle. We think Ancher 
Nelsen will be nonpolitical in his administration. 

The Secretary of Agriculture is a political appointee and must 
always be, 1 should think, and that is not a criticism. It is a fact 
with which we are confronted. We do not think he should be made 
the REA Administrator. 

Senator DworsHak. You would probably prefer to see REA 
reestablished as an independent agency rather than being under the 
supervision of the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Exvxis. Our people have gone on record in favor of that, and I 
believe that would still be their prevailing view. 
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Che Hoover task force proposal called for changing the name of 
REA to RES The Rural Electrification people opposed that. This 


reorganization plan would make that POSS ble again, as we read itt. 
The task-force objective was to streamline the naming, also, of Gov- 
ernment agencies to service groups \s we understood it, the Rural 
Kleetrification \dministration is not a service The farmers’ rural 
electric systems themselve perform the service It is a lending and 


I 


service agency, and we would hope that that would not be done 
section 4 provides 


I ecretary « \ f e te \ t 
T yore I I < erforn e | < office 
r by ( r emplovee e Depa ( of A iY : f ' 
of the Secretary, including a1 et transferred Secretary by tl 
r ns of this Reor PI 


> 


Sect on 5 of Reorganization Plan No. 2 vives the Secretary of 
Agriculture the authority to 


transfer records, property, and pe mnel * * * and unexpended balances * * * 
of appropriations, allocetions, and other f ls of such departments, as he deems 
nece ury ti arry out the provisio1 this Reorga ation Pla + 


These provisions would make it possible to change the name, the 
organization, and functions of REA. They would give to the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture the power to transfer, reallocate, and abolish 
existing functions of REA Whereas section 1, as noted above, makes 
the secretary de facto Administrator of REA, these sections clive him 
broad powers that currently rest only with the Congress. REA has 
been an integrated operation—an integration most vital to the rural 
electric systems. The loss of its legal division has led to delays and 
inefliciencies. We urge the Congress to authorize no such delegation 
of powers over REA 

Subsection (b) of section 4 provides that 


lothe extent that t carrvil out of subsection (a * * * involves the assign 
ment najyor Tunections OF \AjJOr roups of funct’ons * * * and to the extent 
der practicable | the Secretary, he shall give appropriate advance publi 
otice « Lele Lio f funet | posed to be made by hi and shall afford 
appro} ite opportunity tor interested persons and groups to place before the 
Depar ent of Agriculture their views with respect to such proposed delegations, 


Subsection (b) does not reduce our opposition to this proposed 
reorganization plan. The phrasing is such that it only gives the 
bless o of the Coneress to procedures which would be resorted to 
voluntarily by the Secretary without congressional approval 

It leaves any Secretary withh te last word on any proposed reorgan- 
ization of the Rural Electrification Administration. This proviso 
does not mitigate our fears, nor does it protect the control of the Con- 
cress over Rural Electrification Administration affairs 

H. R. 292, introduced by Mr. Hoffman of Michigan, January 3B, 
1953, provides for the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture 
in accordance with the recommendations of the Hoover Commission, 
which would include changing the name of the Rural Electrification 
Administration to Rural Electrification Service. We are opposed to 
H. R. 292 and fear that the very provisions in that bill upon which we 
base our objections will be accomplished under Reorganization Plan 
No. 2 by administrative action. 

Among other things, H. R. 292 provides for the name change which 
I have mentioned. Our people feel very strongly on the matter and 





REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 91 


do not want the name of Rural Ek ctrification Administration changes 

Across the whole of this Nation, and even in foreign countries, those 
letters, RE \, have come to svmbolize the joint efforts of a democratic 
eovernment and r sp msible local organizations of farmers which have 
brought electricity to many millions of American farmers. REA has 
become a kind of trade name for the rural electries, a byword for 
efficieney and progress, and a svmbol of a better for rural people, 
Weare vigorously opposed to any name change wl h would lead to the 
abandonment of that vmbol which means so much to so many 


millions. 

The farmers of this country and all other citizens, including the 
members of this committee, who understand the achievements of the 
Rural Electrification Administration since 1936, are proud of the 
record that has been made We believe very strongly that that 
record has been cood in part because of the independ nt and, later, 
semi-independent and semiautonomous status of REA in all these 
vears of operation There have been no eviden Ol corruption 
mismanagement, or abuse in REA It was created to be a non- 
political administration, independent and devoted to the electrifica- 
tion of rural America. Its accomplishments are a tribute to th 
wisdom of the Congress, th honesty and mtegri of REA adminis- 
trators and staff, and the perseverance and sense of responsibility of 
the locally elected rural electric leaders who operate the rural electric 


future of REA might well be seriously affected by 


. } 
reorennizatlons made possible 1) \ 


systems. T 
teorganization Plan No. 2, if it 
becomes effective. 

We ure this committee to recommend Lo he scnate that Reor- 
ranization Plan No. 2 be rejected, and we urge that any future 
reorganization plan affecting the Department of Agriculture exclude 
the Rural Electrification Administration in order that that fine 
agency may remain semi-independent, semiautonomous, dynamic, 
and nonpolitical, 

Senator Smirxa. Your organization would approve the Reorgani 
zation plan if the REA was exempted? 

Mr. Exits. Madam Chairman, | wish I could answer that question. 
But since we are not a general farm organization, | doubt if our peeple 
would take that stand. But they would take this stand, I think, that 
they would not oppose it, then, if REA were exempt 

Senator SmirH. Senator Dworshak? 

Senator DworsHak. Mr. Ellis, have vou had ar pportunity im 
the past 3 or 4 months to discuss the REA program with tl new 
Secretary of Agriculture to ascertain his views’ 

Mr. Exnurs. Not personally, I would say. He came before our 
national board about April 14, and discussed the program at 
length, and various groups of our people have conferred with him. 
We have conferred with peopl 

Senator DworsHakx. You have had no oceasion heretofore to 
question his attitude in any way toward REA and its present policies? 

Mr. Exuts. No, sir. 

Senator DworsHak. And you are justified in believing that he is 
in full accord with this program, and that there is nothing to jeopardize 
its effective functioning? 


some 


whom he has named 
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Mr. Exuts. I would say, Senator, that we do not know enough as 
yet to say that we believe he is in full accord. We are hoping that he 
is, and his general statements have been to that effect. 

Senator DworsHak. That is all. 

Senator Smiru. Have you finished with your statement, Mr. Ellis? 

Mr. Euuis. Yes. 

Senator Smira. Thank you very much, Mr. Ellis, for coming to 
the committee and giving us the benefit of your views. 

Mr. Exuis. Thank you. 

Senator Smira. Mr. Homer L. Brinkley, executive vice president 
of the National Council of Farmer Cooperatives. 

Mr Brinkley, the Senate opened its session at 12 0’ lock, but the 
Chair and the subcommittee members hope to remain in session until 
about 12:30 and then come back this afternoon. We would like to 
hear from vou, Mr. Brinkley, at this time 

Mr. Brinxiey. Thank you, Madam Chairman, I appreciate the 
opportunity. 


STATEMENT OF HOMER L. BRINKLEY, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESI- 
DENT, NATIONAL COUNCIL OF FARMER COOPERATIVES 


Mr. Brinxutry. My name is Homer L. Brinkley. I am executive 
vice president of the National Council of Farmer Cooperatives 

The National Council of Farmer Cooperatives strongly recommends 
approval of Reorganization Plan No. 2 for the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

This plan has been developed after thorough study by qualified 
persons both within and outside the Department of Agriculture. Its 
provisions envisage an organizational approach designed to meet the 
changing conditions within the agricultural industry—both those 
having occurred during the past 18 months or so and those which may 
reasonably be expected. 

Within the past year or 18 months there have been significant 
changes in our general farm picture and it is safe to say that more are 
to come. To meet those situations the Department of Agriculture 
should be reorganized in such manner as to be able to meet those rapid 
shifts in a changing pattern. An outmoded structure such a3 presently 
exists, constitutes an unnecessary handicap in the adjustment of the 
Department of Agriculture services to the modern needs of agriculture. 

An organization which has been characterized as a 
loose confederation of autonomous bureaus with a strong tendency to develop 
independent, overlapping, and duplicating programs 
and which 


has grown to its present size without sufficient attention being given to integrating 
its parts into a whole 
seems to us an undependable tool having doubtful capacity to serve 
agriculture in the manner in which it must be served in the critical 
situation in which we now find ourselves and in the troubled days 
which loom ahead. 

While it is not entirely appropriate to exactly compare the ad- 
ministrative problems of a Government agency with those of industry, 
neither should we conclude that the basic principles are entirely 
different. In many respects they are identical. For example, it is 





ee 
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difficult to imagine the head of a giant industrial organization permit- 
ting the growth of branches and divisions, sections and units with 
virtually complete autonomy, and yet be charged with full respon- 
sibilitv for their commitments and operations. Substantially that 
situation has developed over tha vears in the Department of Agricul- 
ture. Responsibility without authority is an impossible position in 
which to place a principal executive in or out of Government 

Carrying the parallel further, it is equally burdensome for a chief 
executive to be deprived of straight line administrative authority 
without ample power to delegate responsibility to trusted subordinates 
Furthermore, such subordinates should be clothed with a Luthority and 
organizational standing commensurate with their re sponsibility * For 
this reason, there is needed in the Department authorization for 
additional top-level assistants to assume on behalf of the Secretary the 
burden of the rapidly multiplving duties and responsibilities of the 
Department. Grouping of various activities into related functions, 
reporting to the Secretary through such assistants would release the 
Secretary for broader duties and more constructive tninking and 
planning. ‘This pattern, again, is in direct line with that generally 
pursued in other large-scale ente eis S. 

Simplification of administration seems to us to be mandatory if 


effic lency is to be improved Much has been made in recent vears of 
coordination in various governmental activities. We have seen 
attempts at coordination result in piling one coordinating agen yonutop 
of another without ever achieving the desired purpose. We suggest 


that the only really effective coordination is that which comes to 
focus in One person with final authority over all the work for which 
he is responsible. By this we do not mean to imply that dictatorial 
methods should be resorted to. Such authority is not contemplated 

Reorganization Plan No. 2. The reverse is true. Under the plan 
provision is made for hearings before changes can be made, with ample 
opportunity for interested persons to present their views and objections 


as to any detail of proposed changes. Appropriations for specific 
projects are to be administered for their particular purpose under the 
reorganization plan, just as they were before. Provision is made for 


administration of programs close to state, local, and regional levels, 
and they are required to be adapted © conditions at those levels. 
We deem it most desirable that those to be served by a program should 
have more to say as to the manner in which they are to be served and 
in the administration of that service. 

An additional favorable factor is that the general pattern of the 
proposed reorganization is already generally known, with any further 
changes subject to review by interested persons before final adoption 

In the recent past the Congress has followed the sound policy of 

vesting functions directly in department heads so that they can be held 
_ countable for the operations of their agencies. In the Department 

f Agriculture, however, we find a different policy having been pur- 
on with major functions of the Department vested directly in 
subordinate officials and branches. We believe there are many 
valid reasons for correcting this patchwork of authority and responsi- 
bility in the Department of Agriculture thereby following previous 
patterns established for othe departments of the Government. 
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STATEMENT OF ALLAN B. KLINE, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN FARM 
BUREAU FEDERATION; ACCOMPANIED BY FRANK WOOLLEY, 
LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Kim \iadam Chairman and gentlemen of the subeommittee, 
| am vel he py to be he re | have witl hit Nii rank Wooll a 
Leg) lative counsel of our staff We hay prepared a formal statement 
8 | 1 is in the hands olf the committee wit! regard to th S Reo 

til l Plan No 2 
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h it LDI I the recol l } V ¢ I en oO WOuld l 
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it. and »y read the balance ot it Pb 

senator SMITH \s vo vish 

Mr. Kuve. The American Farm Bureau Federation, a voluntary, 
ceneral farm organization representing approximately a million and 
a half dues-pavinge farm familie in 47 States and Puerto Rico, takes 
thi opportunity to pres nt its view 1h support of Reorganization 


Plan No. 2 f 1953. pertaming to the United States Department 
of Agriculture. 

The \(merican Farm Bureau Federation has advocated for a long 
time the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture, and in so 
doing generally supported the recommendations of the Hoover Com- 
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This emphasis is not from the resolution. This is added to the 
quotation from the resolution 

Within the authority of the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary, 
upon taking office, announced a regrouping of the activities of the 
Department into tour groups al d stated his intention to eradually 
streamline the Department’s services in the interest of greater econ- 
omy and efficiency The four groups are: 

1) Commodity Marketing and Adjustment troup, which includes 
the activities of the Commodity Credit Corporation, the Commodity 
Exchange Authority, Federal troup Insurance, and the Production 
and Marketing Administration, except Agricultural Conservation 
Programs’ Branch 

2) The Agricultural Credit Group, including the Farm Credit 
Administration, the Farm Home Administration, and the Rural 
Electrification Administration 

3) The Research, Extension, and Land Use Group, which includes 
the Agricultural Research Administration, Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics, the Extension Service, Forest Service, Soil Conservation 
Service, Agricultural Programs Branch, and the Agricultural Conser- 
vation Branch transferred from PMA. For an interim period the 
ACP Branch, according to the Department, will use facilities and field 
services of Production and Marketing Administration in carrying out 
the agricultural conservation program. The Research, Extension, 
and Land Use troup will also be responsible for flood prevention and 
land and water utilization programs. 

(4) The Departmental Administration szroup which includes the 
hearing examiners, the Library, the Office of the Budget and Finance, 
the Office of Information, the Office of Personnel and the Office of 
Plant and Operations. 

In March 1953, there was further regrouping of the Department’s 
activities by the Secretary emphasizing the importance of foreign 
trade in solving the farmers’ problems by elevating for the first time 
in history to the Secretarial level a unit designated as the Foreign 
Agricultural Service. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation recognizes these as desirable 


steps 1 the dire tion of coordi ation and increased efficieney as long 


called for in our resolutions. However, we also recoenize that it is a 


practical impossibility to adequately decentralize the Department of 
Agriculture in accordance with our polices in one single stroke 
Reorganization has been too long delaved and certainly minor objec- 
tions should not be speciously inflated into major objections, and the 
insistence upon a specific detailed plan used us an excuse for delaying 
progress on decentralization 
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Surely the initial step in good administration is to delegate to the 
principal officer of the Department of Agriculture clearly defined 
authority to act, equal to the responsibility the farmers and the publie 
are Jed to believe he possesses. It is a complete anomaly to vest 
superior authority in heads of agencies who are arava subordi 
nate to the department head. This indetensible position for most 
departments of Government was corrected by the Congress when it 
approved reorganization plans for the Departments of Justice, Treas- 
ury, Labor, Commerce, and Interior in 1950, vesting in the Secretaries 
of those departments complete authority over all agencies and fune- 
tions within such departments 

The second principle that we support is that the funds appropriated 
for a particular program should be expended for the purpose for which 
they are appropriated. This plan limits the authority of the Secretary 
of Agriculture in this regard as follows . 
but such unexpended balances so transferred shall be used only for,the purposes 
for which such appropriation was originally made 


In this connection I should Jike to insert that the Farm Bureau 


would defend and defend vigorously the proposition that the Congress 
should decide what programs should be, and should certainly control 
the funds available for the purposes outlined in those programs 

The actions of the Farm Bureau have consistently guarded this 
prerogative of the elected representatives of the people, and I am 
confident that it always will strongly oppose any subversion of this 


principle, no matter how cleverly designed. At one stage in the 
administrative process detailed organization charts are of some im- 
portance. Any plan, however, regardless of its detail, would be 


unsound if the head of the Department were not limited to use the 
funds for the purposes expressly directed by the Congress. The 
importance of this major fact deserves strong emphasis. 

Third, we believe that the reorganization of the Department should 
be aimed at creating greater efficiency and bringing the programs into 
closer control by local people. The plan submitted directs that this 
be done in unequivocal language as follows: 


the Secretary shall seek to simplify and make efficient the operation of the De- 


partment of Agriculture, to place the administration of farm programs close to 


the State and local levels, and to adapt the administration of the programs of the 


Department to regional, State, and local conditions 

Fourth, we support the principle that similar functions should be 
either coordinated or fully integrated. For instance, we should strive 
for a well balanced educational program; we should have a research 
program designed to meet the total needs of farmers with public 
research properly supplementing private research; and we should 
insist upon the elimination of duplications and imefliciency among the 
agencies administering the various phases of our farm programs. 

Fifth, we believe, however, that if the States and the communities 
are to fully benefit from this concept and properly share in its develop- 
ment and execution of resulting programs, it is necessary In many 
cases for States to pass enabling legislation, or to design the kind of 
machinery that fits the States’ present ere or agencies. We 
do not believe that this can be done properly by central direction or 
through Federal law. This will require time as well as the participa- 
tion of local people in the development of the ideas and the imple- 
mentation of this approach. Some programs will lend themselves in 
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ances to vou Also, L would expect vou to hear from those who wish 


tO continue thi drift toward more Federal control We shall hear 


\ 1 jarmer, as a spokesmat for farmers and as a taxpayer, my 
concern, however, will be whether a reorganization effort gets more 
servi to farmers for the amount of money spent, whether farmer 
themselves have a Birger voice in guiding the operation of Government 
acench serving them whether or not State and local units of Gov- 
ernment al strenethened and whether the net effect will provide an 


improved mechanism for dealing with the farmers’ economic problems 


in a way that doesn’t lessen our ability to protect our individual free- 
dom. When reorganization is effected in accordance with the funda- 
mental principles of Reorganization Plan No. 2, | am confident that 


we will have taken an important step toward achieving these goals 
Senator SmiruH. Do you have some questions, Senator Dirksen? 
Senator Dirksen. I have no questions. I am glad, Mr. Kline, 


that vou did place some emphas s on this question of the transfer of 
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The point was made, vou know, that probably an agency in the 
Department could be abolished, but vou cannot abolish the funetions 
so long as the funds are there and must be expended for the purpose 
for which they are appropriated 

Would you conceive of that as a reasonably sufficient answer to the 
observation that was heretofore made? 

Mr. Kune. It certainly is a very positive answer. There is no 
restriction of the power or authority o1 prerogative of Congress to 
decide what the programs are going to be and what the funds are 
rome to be spent for There is a placing of th responsibility tor 
efficient administration with the Department That is all 

Senator Dirksen. Is the federation generally against part of this 
plan? What about your component units in the various States? 

Mr. Kuine. As a matter of fact, we speak for them. We have an 
annual meeting for the purpose of deciding what the resolutions of 
the American Farm Bureau Federation are. So far as | know, no 
State has. We have an agreement whereby a State, if it chooses, has 
enough authority left after the annual meeting, so that it may, by 
writing, tell us that it is going to oppose the position of the American 
Farm Bureau Feaeration. No State has done so in this instance 

Senator Dirksen. The reason for the question 1s that | believe in 
1950 there were some State units that came to appear against plan 
No. 4, but no such matter has come to my attention now. I know of 
no State organizations that have appeared in opposition to the plan 
unless that has happened in my absenc 

Mr. Kurne. We all opposed plan No. 4 vigorously 

Senator Dirksen. Even the federation opposed it 

Mr. Kuine. Yes, indeed. There were some grave deficiencies in 
that plan. We have pointed them out in this evidenes This matter of 
unexpended balances is one of them. Complete discretion was given 
to the secretary of Agriculture with regard to unexpended balances 

Senator Dirksi N That Is well nailed down in here Those 
purposes, of course, cannot he abolished and sidetracked or cirecum- 
vented by the Secretary. I think the language is pretty explicit on 
that point. 

Mr. Kune. That is right 

Senator Smiru. Do you have any questions, Senator Dworshak? 

Senator DworsHak. No. 

Senator SmirH. You believe that the safeguards are adequate in 
comparison to the 1950 plan? 

Mr. Kune. Yes, this is our position 

Senator Smira. Thank vou very much for giving us the benefit of, 
your views 

Mr. Kune. Thank you for this opportunity to present our views. 

Senator SmirH. We will next hear from Mr. J. H. Meek, director of 
the division of markets, the Department of Agriculture and Immi- 
vration of the Commonwealth of Virginia 


You are from Richmond, Mr. Meek? 
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STATEMENT OF J. H. MEEK, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF MARKETS, 
VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND IMMIGRATION, 
RICHMOND, VA. 


Mr. Meek. Yes, Madam Chairman. 


Senator Smirn. Do you have a statement that you wish to read or 
would you like to summarize it? 
Mr. Merk. | believe the statement has been distributed 


Senator Smiru. Yes, that is right, but would you like to read 
your statement? 

Mr. Merk. | would like to read it, yes, Madam Chairman. 

Senator Smitu. If you will proceed, please 

Mr. Merk. My name is J. H. Meek, director, division of markets, 
Virginia Department of Agriculture and Immigration, 1200 East 
Main Street, Richmond, Va. I was secretary-treasurer of the Na- 
tional Association of Marketing Officials, 1941 to 1944, inclusive, and 
president in 1951. I am now secretary-treasurer of that association. 

While I speak with experience gained from my association of nearly 
33 years with representatives in charge of State market work in other 
States, United States officials and others, and believe my statement 
has the enthusiastic approval of practically all of the representatives 
in other States, my remarks are not binding upon any representative 
of any other State, since the National Association of Marketing 
Officials does not pass resolutions or take votes of its members on such 
matters 

The broad field in which we are interested is the improvements in 
the distribution of foods and farm products from producers to con- 
sumers. I shall not burden you with details. 

In the early vears of our activities, representatives of the States and 
the United States Department of Agriculture were doing pioneering 
work, principally the establishment of standards and providing official 
inspection based on those standards on wholesale lots, market news, 
and so forth. We did not have much money but we collected fees on a 
voluntary basis to help finance these services, although the States 
over the years have put considerable money in these services to pro 
mote and supervise them. We harmoniously joined our forces in 
teamwork and developed services that have been indispensable for 
years, many of which are practically self-supporting 

Most of these services were joint Federal-State services, which is 
proper. When preparations for World War Il were being made, some 
of us thought that the Federal services should have been coordinated 
with the State agricultural colleges or the State departments of agri- 


culture where reasonable cooperation could be secured Some of us 
even offers d offic espace for these Aculy it les Howey er, Kederal officials 
seemed LO have money the \ wanted Lo spend They went out and 


established independent offices. In this development there were new 


persons paid high salaries Many of them had little background, 


experience or knowledge in the field for which they were employed 
These offices grew rapidly and some activities coordinated with the 
colles sand Stat de partments ot agriculture were brought into them 
for direction and control \ claring illustration of this situation is 


the bool entitled “Rood Crisis’’ published in 194 >, by Mr. Roy F, 
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Hendrickson, Director, United States Food Distribution Administra- 


tion. Please note a quotation from page 239 of that book: 

Moreover, it was still difficult to face up to the possibilities and implications of 
the ‘‘newer’’ knowledge of production efficiency Few people would openly and 
fully espouse a program for any reduction of hog and poultry numbers and urge 
in their place more cereals, potatoes, vegetables, and oilseeds. We were being 
pushed in that direction by the force of events, but we were not boldly and quickly 
going in that direction 


This urge was to get rid of all livestock and force the people to live 
on cereals, soybeans if you please 

Then, permit me to quote from page 261 of the same publication, 
as follows: 


In war we have to hold back the increases in livestock production in order to 


increase the productio ot crops that can be c¢ isumed directly That is the only 
way to get quick increases in production and maximum nutrients for human con- 
sumption. For peacetime we can concern ourselves more directly with what 
people want We know they want more livestock products, so the all-out produc- 
tion will be a conversion to increase livestock production, particularly at the 
expense of cereals and other direct-consumption crops. These changes will not 
have to be made at once—in fact, could not be—but thay will have to be the new 
s 


goal for agriculture. 


Please note from this, he predicted that the big job after the war 
would be to bring back livestock. There was much ridiculous think- 
ing and many ridiculous policies in the United States Department of 
Agriculture at that time. Large sums of Government money were 
being spent, and, in the words of one of the most practical and expe- 
rienced men there, the most these people seemed to think about was to 
purchase something for which they seemed to think they had unlimited 
funds. This sentiment prevailed to the extent that some of us felt 
that there were people in important positions in the Department who 
thought that the Government should handle foods from producers 
to consumers. 

However, I am happy to say that the thoughts in some minds 
at that time for the Government to take over the food and farm 
products did not prevail, yet we all knew that considerable activity 
had been going on in that field, and large sums of money have been 
spent, which many of us believed could have been saved. 

During the years following the war, a sentiment for Federal domina- 
tion instead of teamwork with the States has existed, although many 
cooperative agreements have been continued and are still in effect. 

Kor the last few years State representatives have considered the 
matter of taking this situation up with proper committees of Con- 
gress, but due to the instability of Congress this was not done, and 
it was left to see what would happen to increase thi possibilities of 
retting the United States Department of Agriculture reorganized. 
Plans have been made to go along on some activities In some States 
independently. 

Immediately upon the appointment of Mr. Ezra T. Benson as 
Secretary of Agriculture, the executive committee of the National 
Association of Marketing Officials approved a brief statement re- 
lating to the reorganization of the United States Department of 
Agriculture. Please permit me to read that Statement, which |] 
submit as exhibit 1. 

Many men engaged in State marketing activities, some of which are 


Federal-State activities, particularly those relating to marketing services, believe 
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Subsequent to that, I submitted a chart proposing a reorganization 


plan for the Department of Agriculture, and a chart proposing a plan 
for an Agricultural Marketing \dministration, with a tabulation of 
the ervices suceested to be handled by the proposed \cricultural 
Marketing Administration and showing agencies presently responsible 
for these activities It is our feeling that there should be a dynamic 


marketing program direct from the Secretary 

le | thi 1 ‘tine program has to 
olve is worldwide distribution and exchange, dentification of quality 
irom producers tO consumers and consumer education, These each 


might be discussed in detail, but I will leave this off unless vou have 


questions relating to then 


he important problem, as some of us see it, is not so much to get 
rid of deadwood in the Department a many ff those who have 
been there for vears are more capable and deserving than manv who 
were brought into the Department durin the war hysteria and put 
0 those who have rendered faithful and efficient services in then 

ective fields for vears, but it is a matter of reassignment or getting 
rid of much of the new growth th: s not fruitful In recent vears 
when a problem is taken up it mav be discussed bv a whole group, 
none of whom know much about it Chev have th ir differences, and 
isually nothing is done about it [ was much impressed with a 
recent radio comment stating that Senator Richard B. Russell of 
Georgia stated something to this fect: that the people in the United 


States Department of Avriculture held too many conferences: that 


when he calls up to talk to the technical men they are often in con 


ference That is exactly what we find: that they will sit around in 
conference with one another, have their differences on problems, and 
do nothing about [ I) inkl in some cases ther hi ve 5 men that 


1 
do that while 1 man with an assistant could a illy take the problem, 
dec ide on what LO do about L, and often have if practically solved 
before th group arrives at any con lusion We are getting tired of 
this kind of treatment and kind of domination, and we hope that a 
reorganization of the Department will bring about action based on 
facts, and that services based on teamwork will be developed in co- 
operation with the States 

I thank vou 

Senator Smrru. Mr. Meek, do J understand that vou are for the 


1 » 


plan as presented to Congress 

Mr. Merk. We are for a reorganization plan, and we have not 
obiection to the proposed plan 

Senator Smirxa. Thank you very much. Senator Dirksen, do you 
have any questions to ask Mr. Meek? 

Senator Dirksen. I just wanted to ask Mr. Meek about his 


. of Virginia 1 see vou are 1n 


jurisdiction in the Commonwealt 


1 
i 


charge of markets. 





Mir. Meek. In charge of the market division of the State depart 


ment of agriculture Which has to do with all of the mprovements in 
the handling of foods and farm products 

senator 11 KSEN. Dor vour statement then present the othe al 
view of the Department of Agriculture of the State of Virginia? 

Mr. Mrex. It does The Commissioner read the statement and 
approved it 

Senator Dirt x. So that really is offic il approval on the part 
of the State department of Cul n the St e of \ nia? 

Mr. Mrrexk. Yes 

sSenAto!l DIRKSEN | ha ( only one eommen to 1 ake | ean 
readily inderstand vour statement as it relates to the necessity 
for ntegration ana coordination of those thine's that apply to some 
particular subject matter and that vou ean eet action and bring it 
down Lo the state level | suppost that s what VO are primarily 
interested in? 

Mr. Mrrx. Yes, su 

Senator Dirksen. Have yo any theory as to how that can be 


contrived unless some one person Is vested with authoritv so that he 
can reasonably and sensibly try to bring that about? 
Mr. Merk. I do not see how Congress can act on details of that 


sort Certainly it has to be centralized authority in the Department 
Senator Dirksen. That is right | have no furthe1 questions 
Mr. Merrx. I might 1 llustration after illustration of details 
but | do not ant to tan Ip the tune ol the comm ee unless vou 


are interested in certain illustrations 

Senator Dirksen. We are familiar with a good many llustrations 
over a period of years in that field 

senator SMITH Thank you very much, Mi \eek 

Th Chair would like to Make al observation cone rhing the fear 


as expressed by a number of witnesses and people from the outside 
that this plan would permit the Secretary to abolish functions. As 
the Chair has studied the nolan and the Reorgani ration Act. it would 


appear to her that the Reorganization Act would provide for aboli 
tion of functions only if specifically stated in the reorganization plan 
itself. And I cannot find anywhere in plan No. 2 where there is any 
reference to the abolition of functions . 

And along this direction I should 
bold type at this point section 35 of 


(which has previously been inserted in the record) under ‘‘Reorgani- 
zation Plans”’ 


ike to include in the reeord in 


| 
Public Law 109, Sist Congress 


The President, in his message transmitting a reorganization plan, shall specify 
with respect to each abolition of a function included in the plan the statutory 
authority for the exercise of such function * * * 


i+ 


Senator Dirksen. In that connection, I wonder we could not 
put in the record at this point the action taken by Congress in 1950 
with respect to plans No. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6, which were almost 
identical with the plan that is before us at the present time, the 
information on which appears on page 107, appendix B of Senate 
Report No. 4, 83d Congress, Ist session, showing the Senate action 
on the Hoover Commission reports, 

Senator Smiru. It is so ordered, and it will be printed in the record 
at this point. 

(Appendix B, p. 107, Rept. No. 4, 83d Cong., Ist sess., is as follows:) 
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further, w stand adjourned until Monday morning, May 18, at 
30 at which tu hall hear Senator Aiken, of Vermont, 
! Senate A \ t Forestry Committee; Congressman 
Hope, of Ka 3, chairman fouse Agriculture Committee; the 


Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Benson; William F. Finan, Assistant 
Dire f Management and Organization of the Bureau of the 
B t: Dean H. P. BR ©, of the Task For on Agriculture of the 
Hoover Com sion: John Stuart. chairman of the \oricultural Com- 
( f the Citizens Committee for the Hoover Re port, and there 


mn be one « wo othe vhose names have not been presented vel 
Whereupor atop. Mm . the subcommittee adjourned to reconvene 


at 9:30 a.m. Monday, May 18, 1953 
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(Department of Agriculture) 


MONDAY, MAY 18, 1953 


[ NITED STATES SENATI 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON REORGANIZATION, 
Washington, D. ¢ 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 9:30 a. m 
in room 357, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C., Senator 
Margaret Chase Smith (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding 

Present: Senators Margaret Chase Smith Republican, Maine 
Everett M. Dirksen (Republican, Lllinois), Henry C. Dworshak 
(Republican, Idaho), Hubert H. Humphrey (Democrat, Minnesota 
and John F. Kennedy (Democrat, Massachusetts 

Present also: senators John L, \ieClellan 1) mocrat Arkansas 
and Stuart Svimington (Democrat, Missouri): Repres ntative Clifford 
G. MelIntire (Republican, Maine); Walter L. Reynolds, chief clerk 
and staff director; Ann M. Grickis, assistant chief clerk: and Glenn 
K Shriver, professional staff member 

Senator SmivH. The subcommittee will come to order 

We are holding hearings on Reorganization Plan No. 2, having 
had hearings last week and continuing this morning 

First on the agenda is our very distinguished colleague, the senior 
Senator from Vermont, Hon. George D. Aiken. Senator, as forme 
Governor ol your Otate, chairman of this committee in the SOth 
Congress, a former member of the Hoover Commission and its com- 
mittee on agriculture, and chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, you are preeminently qualified to diseuss 
this matter. 

Senator, Secretary Benson is here, but scheduled to appear later 
this morning. I think he wants to hear what vou have to say, so 
please don’t feel hurried 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE D. AIKEN, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF VERMONT 


Senator Aiken. Madam Chairman, I appreciate being able to 
testify early because we are having a hearing before the Agricultural 
Committee this morning, across on the other side of the building. 

I am glad to appear here in support of Reorganization Plan No. 2 
It seems to me that the time is here when the Secretary of Agriculture, 
who is held responsible for the operations of his Department and for 
applying the agricultural laws enacted by the Congress, should also 
have full authority to run his Department. Also we should get away 
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from the practice, which was started some years ago, of legislating 
for and delegating authority to the subordinate agencies within the 
Department of Agriculture 

Under this proposed reorganization plan, the Secretary of Agri- 
culture can change ho laws, and he ean make ho appropriations 
Congress will do that. But the Secretary can so organize his Depart- 
ment as to make it function in the best interests of United States 
agriculture and in the best manner to carry out the laws enacted 
the Congress 

This reorganization plan will, in general, give to the Secretary of 
Agriculture the power over the different agencies now housed in the 
Department of Agriculture that he has at present over the Agricul- 
tural Research Administration, the Production and Marketing Ad- 
ministration, the Commodity Exchange Authority, the Extension 
Service, and the Office of Foreign Agricultural Service. 

| have heard that the reasons advanced for opposing this plan are 
partly because a similar plan, alleged to be similar, was defeated by 
the Senate 3 ee , 

| would like to point out that the plan which was defeated 3 years 
ago, or rather the vote 3 years ago, was in part a protest ag rainst the 
rapidly accelerating Government controls of that time and a protest 
against the centralization of government in Washington generally. 

It may be recalled also that we were having frequent interpretations 
of laws enacted by the Congress by the e = cutive agencies In a manner 
different from what most of in the Congress knew those laws to 
mean when we enacted hae, 

Now, I opposed the reorganization plan of 3 years ago for the 
reasons given. Further than that, this plan is different in its effect 
from the plan which was defeated 3 years ago. 

We find in this plan No. 2 of 1953 this statement in paragraph (b) 
of section 4, which calls upon the Secretary of Agriculture, to the 
extent he deems practicable, to give appropriate advance public 
notice of delegations of functions proposed to be made by him and 
shall afford appropriate opportunity for interested persons and groups 
to place before the Department of Agriculture their views with 
respect to such proposed delegations. 

I do not say that that paragraph could not have been worded 
little better, but I feel that Secretary Benson will assure you, as he 
has assured others, that he would consider the committees of Congress 
proper persons to be notified whenever he contemplates making 
imports unt changes within the Department itself. 

This plan differs from the one of 3 years ago in that it directs the 
Secretary to place the administration of farm programs close to the 
State and local levels and to adapt the administration of the program 
of the Department to regional, State, and local conditions. 

I think the intent of that statement is well known, and this state- 
ment was not included in the plan which was defeated 3 years ago. 

The third difference between this plan and plan No. 4 of 1950 is 
found in section 5, which prohibits the use of transferred unexpended 
balances for any purpose other than that for which the appropriation 
was originally made. 

Now, I think the enabling act itself, the Reorganization Act, as it is 
called, never intended that funds appropriated for one purpose could 
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be transferred to be used for another purpose. Nevertheless, the 
question did arise “as to whether that would be possible or not. 

Finally, Madam Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 
want to ask that Agriculture not be made the exception to these 
reorganization plans. We have already given authority to reorganize 
to the heads of other departments, and I would vot like to see the 
Acriculture Department made a conspicuous exception to this rule. 

That concludes my statement. 

Senator SmirH. Senator, the subcommittee thanks you very much 
for coming in this morning. 

[ gather from what you have said that reorganization in the Depart- 
ment should be a continuing matter and a cutoff date would not be 
wise. 

Senator ArkEN. I would not have objected to a cutoff date. As I 
have mentioned, the Secretary can make no laws; he can make no 
appropriations. He cannot change any laws. Certainly, I would not 
undertake, as I have heard proposed, to take from the Secretary 
reorganization powers which he has now, and which he has had for 
many, many years. 

I would rot object to a: limitation of time on the additional powers 
to reorganize, but I certainly would not want to deprive him of any 
autbority which he had in the first plan. 

Senator SmirH. Senator Dirksen? 

Senator Dirksen. Madam Chairman, I have no questions, but I 
want to make this one observation. 

From the testimony we have had thus far, Senator Aiken, it just 
looks to me as if the friends of Agriculture were trying to put Agricul- 
ture in a class separate and distinct from any other agency of Govern- 
ment. Now, the record discloses pretty well that authority was voted 
to the Secretary of the Treasury, the Secretary of the Interior, the 
Attorney General, and others giving them almost identical powers. 
But when it came to Agriculture, there was something sacred about it, 
and you must not put the profane hands of the Congress upon it, nor 
of the Senate. 

Now, it seems to me that the good friends of Agriculture do the 
Department and the cause a great disservice when they try to set it 
off in a separate cubicle and say, “It is all right to reorganize anything 
else in Government, but not this.” 

I sincerely hope chat they will not persist in that attitude, because 
it does not do the cause good. 

Senator ArkEN. I would agree with the statement of the Senator 
from Illinois. I do not think that we should point congressional 
fingers at the Secretary of Agriculture and say that he, and he alone, 
shall not have the full power of reorganization which other department 
heads have. 

Senator SmirH. Senator Humphrey? 

Senator HumpHrey. My only question is the degree of difference 
between this plan and plan No. 4 of 1950. I had some doubts about 
plan No. 4 in 1950, even though I supported that plan. I recall the 
vigorous protests that were made on the floor of the Senate. It 
reminds me of the legislative history on the reorganization plan of the 
Federal Security (gency. 

To be quite candid about it, the question seems to be, Who is 
running the show? 








supported the or mad eorganization of the Federal Secu 
Avene, to a departmental! statu and it was vigorously protest d and 
defeated | filed a minority report in support of the reoreanization 
of the Department of Agricult along with others, in 1950, and 
\"\ \ orously objected to 


Now | have looked Ove! thre x plans in considerable detail and \\ ith 
the ¢ xception of the farm credit aspects, I do not see very much dit 


ference between these two plans. This public notice business is 
covered tb hie \dmuinistrat Vf Pro edure Lect pretty well Th 


not much need of hav ing the fluff of public notice, or ceneral Statements 


about placing the administration close to State and local levels 

You cannot do any thine more along those lines under this plan than 
you can under what the law now authorizes 

Senator ALKEN | would think that the re is a considerable difference 
between the two plans, because here we have the Secretary virtually 
riving notice that he will make public his plans for major changes 


He is virtually giving notice that he will place the administration of 


agricultural programs as near the local levels and State levels as pos 
sible, and we have an unequivocal prohibition against the expenditure 
of funds appropriated for one purpose for another purpose 

Now, I do not think that that is permitted under the general act 
itself Nevertheless, as I have pointed out, we were having quite a 
few interpretations of acts which were contrary to what a good many 
Members of Congress thought they were legislating at that time : 

We had the importation of Swiss cheese, for instance We did 
not intend to cut out cheese that was selling for $1.50 a pound from 
coming to America. Yet the interpretation was such that the cheese 
actually was prohibited from coming into America after Christmas, 
although the fiscal vear did not end until the Ist of July 

It was also unfortunate that the Secretary of Agriculture and the 
Congress were not seeing eye-to-eye on quite a few things at that 
time 

Senator Humparey. | appreciate that, Senator. And I know that 
there were strong feelings about that 

It is your view, therefore, that there is considerable difference 
between these two plans? 

Senator AIKEN. | would say that there is quite a difference, in that 
what could have been interpreted as being in the plan No. 4 of 1950, 
is spelled out in this plan so as to make it less subject to misinterpre- 
tation, or the wrong interpretation. I do not say that it would be 
deliberately ministerpreted, but it would be harder to get the wrong 
interpretation on this 

Senator Humpurey. Is it your understanding that the admonition 
within, I believe, section 4, to place the administration close to State 
and local levels, means the continuation of the county committee 
system, unhampered and unadulterated? 

Senator Aiken. That would depend on what they were hampered 
in doing and what they were adulterated with. 

I would assume this to mean that the administration would be ¢ 
close to the State and local levels as possible, and to avoid as far as 
possible a concentration of power in Washington. It may be difficult 
to get away from it in some respects We have to concede that 
sut it is worth trving. 


S 
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Senator Humpurey. Would your general interpretation be, Senator, 
because vou are the chairman of the Agriculture Committee, and a 
very honorable and able chairman—would it be your interpretation 
that the county committee system would be preserved and maintained 
with its functions and duties? 

Senator AIkEN. My understanding is that the county system is 
to be preserved, and I would like to say that the system now set up 
happens to be the system which has been in effect in my State of 
Vermont even to the rotating of the State committee members, for 
many years, and it has worked well 

Senator Humpeurey. Do you consider the employment of a county 
manager as making it closer to the local levels and closer to the 
crassroots, and farther away from centralized 

Senator ArkeEN. I think that the employment f a hired county 
eMmpioves would have a greatet tendency to Keep the program out 

; 


of the p litica 


] 
i? 
control 


field ‘because it goes without saving that one who Is 
recognized as a public ( mploves does not have the p litical influence 
that farmers of the county or the community have, particularly when 

their neighbors do not even know that thev are get 


a good many of Y 
ting paid for their services 

One thing about it is that if the new program does not work, it is 
always possible to improve on it or to return to what they had 
before But 1 am inclined to think that it will work, because it ha 
worked in my State, and I do not think that the ACP and the PMA 
program has worked any better in any State in the Union that it 


has in Vermont. 
] 


Senator Humeurey. I want to make my position clear l think 


iS 


that insofar as the political significance of elected county committee 
people with administrative powers versus an appointed county 


manager or administrative officer, it is frequently obvious that one 


who can be hired without regard to the merit svstem is a political 
appointee, and is therefore a part of the political administration, much 
more so than one elected by the county people. That is my position 

Senator A1rkeN. We have had no trouble with party polities in my 
State. I think that the present chairman is a Democrat. I think 


both chairmen under the last administration were Republicans, as I 
recall it So party politic s has not entered into the picture 

Senator Humpuriy. | am not making any comments about any 
particulai State, Senator 

Senator AIKEN. No, I am not, either, except my own 

Senator Humpurey. | just feel that I should make my position 
clear on my support for democratically elected farmer committees. 

I have no more questions 

Senator Smiru. Before Senator Dworshak asks questions, the Chair 
notes that Congressman Hope, chairman of the House Agriculture 
Committee, is in the room. 

Congressman, won't you come up and sit with the committe 

Mr. Hops. Since there are so many former House Members up 
there already, I think that I could just stay back here 

Senator Smiru. We would like you to join us 

And Congressman Clifford McIntire, from my own State of Maine, 
and a member of the Committee on Agriculture of the House, won't 


» 


you come up and sit with the committee 
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Are there any other members of the House or Senate in the room? 
Senator Anderson, won’t you sit with us? 

Senator Dworshak? 

Senator DworsHak. No questions at this time 

Senator Smirxa. Senator Kennedy? 

Senator KENNEDY. No questions 

Senator SmirH. Thank you very much, Senator Aiken. We 
appreciate having you here. 

Senator ArkEN. Thank you 

Senator Smiru. We will now hear Senator Anderson of New Mexico, 
former Secretary of Agriculture, and one of our distinguished 
colleagues 


Senator Anderson. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, A UNITED 
STATES SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO 


Senator ANDERSON. Madam Chairman, and members of the com 
mittee, | am here to urge this committee to approve Reorganization 
Plan No. 2 of 1953 

It is my personal opinion that the Secretary of Agriculture would 
do well to tell the Congress at this hearing what he now has in mind 
on the subject of reorganization, but if he is unwilling or not ready so 
to do, I would still give him the clear power to reorganize his Depart- 
ment 

I must say, Madam Chairman, that I wrote this out in longhand 
last night, and as I read it this morning, the word ‘“unwilling’’ seems 
to sound as if I meant “defiance.’”’ I do not mean that at all. I 
mean that if he is studying it and has not quite developed what he 
might want to do, or does not have definite plans at the present time, 
that would not hold me back in the slightest from approving the plan 

I want it clearly understood that I am not trying to suggest defiance 
by the use of the word ‘unwilling.”’ 

Also, it is my belief that the present Secretary of Agriculture—and 
succeeding Secretaries when being questioned prior to confirmation 
should pledge the Congress that before a wholesale reorganization 
of the Department is undertaken, a blueprint of what is proposed 
will be disclosed to and discussed with the Senate and House Com- 
mittees on Agriculture and with the proper subcommittees of the 
Senate and House Committees on Appropriations, as well as with 
heads of representative farm organizations; but even if such a pledge 
is not given, 1 would still give the Secretary the clear powel! to 
reorganize his Department 

Again I recognize that it may sound as if I am trying to prejudge 
what the Secretary is going to do. It is my personal belief that any 
Secretary of Agriculture would want to call in these committees and 
these farm organizations before he did the job 

I do think that it would be helpful if we had that sort of assurance 
from him, but if he did not give it, I would still approve the plan. 

The need for the sort of authority provided in Reorganization Plan 
No. 2 of 1953—authority to simplify, clarify, and adjust the internal 
organization of the Department of Agriculture to meet changing 
needs—has been recognized for a long time by different individuals 
and groups 
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Former Secretaries of Agriculture have recognized this need. Lead- 
ing farm organizations have recognized it. Members of Congress have 
recognized it. Students of efficient rvovernment like the Hoover 
Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Govern- 
ment—have recognized it, and have recommended the basic authori- 
ties now proposed. 

There have been differences of opinion as to methods. There have 
been fears, sometimes justified, that adequate safeguards were not 
provided in certain past proposals. But there has been little differ- 
ence of opinion as to the need to provide adequate flexibility in the 
authority granted the Secretary of Agriculture, to make it possible 
for him to do a common-sense job of administration. This means the 
authority to regroup and adjust units and services to meet the cur- 
rently most urgent problems, as well as the activities directed at 
long-range objectives. 

I want to draw on my personal experience to point out the flexible 
authority needed by a Secretary of Agriculture. The very fact that 
the Department covers such a broad scope of service and activities 
emphasizes this need. Conditions can change very fast. ‘Today’s 
task goes into tomorrow’s pigeonhole. National and even inter- 
national emergencies can and do develop overnight. A quick look 
at the record in just the last few years will illustrate this point 

I noticed as I was reading this that one day I left the Department 
of Agriculture to go to a luncheon at Blair House, and between the 
time I left the Department and the time I| arrived at Blair House, a 
condition had arisen so that the Assistant Secretary of State never 
allowed me to go into the luncheon, but took me into one of the side 
rooms and got me to make an allocation of wheat to a South American 
country that was desperately in need of it. Now, at that time the 
Secretary of Agriculture was more concerned with where a shipment 
of wheat might gO that had left the port of Galveston, and was already 
on the high seas, than he was with many of the other activities of the 
Department. 

When I took office as Secretary of Agriculture in June 1945 we 
were faced with an immediate job of reorganization. ‘The European 
phase of the war was coming to an end, and the War Food Administra- 
tion was merged back into the Department That meant that thi 
dozen or more agencies which had been reporting to the War Food 
Administrator had to be fitted back into the regular Department 


organization. ‘There were a lot of problems. Responsibilities were 
scattered. Three or more agencies in some instances were working 
on different phases of programs for the same commodity. The need 


was not only to get these various agencies and their employees back 
into the Department, but also to eliminate overlapping functions 
and concentrate responsibilities 

Fortunately, we then had available special wartime authorities 
Acting under title 1 of the First War Powers Act, the President trans- 
ferred the functions and services of the War Food Administration to 
the Secretary of Agriculture W hen he abolished the mergency agency 
In effect, he gave me both jobs. With this broad authority, it was 
possible to move promptly. Without it—-and there is no comparable 
authority now—we would really have been in trouble. 

One of our major problems in the Department during the 1945-46 
period revolved around relationships with the Office of Price Admin 


( 
| 
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istration and its controls, which were beginning to wear thin \ lot 
of the secretary s time had to be given to price and control matters 
During that period the top price authority in the Department, Bart 
Bovd, was in and out of my office more often than anv other official 
The Assistant Secretary checked the old-line agencies of the Depart- 
ment, such as the Forest Service, the Bureau of Animal Industry, 
and the Soil Conservation Service. I was putting in full time on 
price le Ve ls and dates Lor the de ontrol of farm products 

But the big job soon was trying to feed Europe, and other areas 


of the world, to shore up the economies of friendly countries and 
check the spread of communism Il was Chairman of the Combined 
Kood Board the allotting aAcemn and it seemed to me | suw more 
imbassado n mv office than did the Secretary of State There 
serious drought in the Mediterranean area, the Danube Basin, 
Australia India and othe areas Kneland, France, Italy, and 
Austria had troubles every day Thin S were pretty desperate for 
i vhile \ big share ol the 1) | artment’s services were ceared into 
this emergency effort. Under the general leadership of a Famine 
Kmergency Committee, many steps were taken. These involved pro 
duction, price incentive, grain conservation, shipping, and a whole 
lot of related considerations The iob somehow got done through a 
of action which would have been difficult or impossible without 
the flexible authority then available. Shipments of United States 
food to a hungry world reached a rate of more than 20 million tons 
a year. During this period, the man who came through my doot 
most often was Dennis Fitzgerald—top authority on famine needs 
and supplies, and ways of relating the two. I saw him every day 
ind many times a day | rarelv saw Bart Bovd 
By early 1948 when I left the Department the wheel had turned 
almost completely as it has a habit of doing in agriculture—and 
nstead of worrvinge about producing enough to feed our allies we 
vere coming face to face with the problem of surpluses. This brought 
production control machinery, acreage allotments and marketing 
quotas back into the picture It brought a great increase in Com- 
modity Credit Corporation activities on the price-support front. By 


the spring of 1950, CCC’s total holdings—both inventory stocks and 
commodities held as security for price-support loans—reached a peak 
of more than $4 billion. Potatoes were running out of everybody’s 
ears, and stocks of other perishables were causing trouble. 

Then came Korea, followed quickly by anothe1 major shift in 
program me eds Once more the problem was how to produce enough 
to meet heavy demand at home and abroad and to have enough in the 
marketplace to help hold down inflation. Department of Agriculture 
agencies were concerned with production goals, supplies of materials 
and facilities, and all the other programs and services needed for high 
level output from our farms. 

And now once more we are back to a period where it is necessary 
to take steps to hold down production, which has started to run ahead 
of demand. Acreage allotments and production quotas will appar- 
ently be needed on some major crops for next vear. The Department 
is already starting to gather the crop information from 2 million wheat 
farms and a million cotton farms which will be needed soon if controls 
have to be ordered for 1954 I feel we should have had controls on 
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In addition to these mat | sin proers al el e needs wl 
re forced by econom) mMditLo or internation fhieulties, there 
are more develop: ents which cult 10 lexib i} orityv in handI|n 

lministration of the Department 

On January 2¢ i4e } ( ) Ot , disease S 
eported 1) Ni Kico \s ( \ | é | lie los 
he Dol Vill la ho har eve het her f som ( | . 
he 1 ( Lei hh [ ( Tie I \\ t pia Vi 
made to eth ull fac ) 1) tme ition witl 
the AGE sean Go I ( » Com ( nonths 
sched led: conters ce @\ ada SOmecoO ( j to or co in 
Da from NMexiece \ {¢ } } if 1 \\ 3 mugcht 
under control Phe porcde opens ry ns nbs 1952 \ 
| rhte outprea O this qaisea \ repo ( in in i } 

1952, bu { is cleaned up ist iough so t] ( ( | 
leclared fr ‘ the disease a i] { 

The t flood ol 198 md 1952 bro hn tt Le! \ 
eallin LO} I Isilon 1c ) il ( 1) it i es to! }) 
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I will mention one mort ijor developmen ferent natu 
which brought with it the need for important adjustme1 n Depart 
ment administration [ refer to the Agricultural Marketing Act of 
1946 which opened the door on a whole new outlook fo Department 
research. New laws of this kind can call for vast reorganization steps, 
especially if they do not fit into the existing pattern of organization 

| micht just interpolate there to say that one of t! iuthors of that 
act is present this morning, the distinguishes epresentative of th 
State of Kansas, Mr. Hope His part of that program was an insist 
ence upon marketing research It is not acl ed in the D partment 
yet, and it should be achieve ( We should spel : reat deal of time 
on marketing research 

One of the reasons that it has not been achieved, think, is that it is 


SO difficult now wv ithout wartime authorities to reoreanize and change 
and reorient the Department 

My point in citing these de velopm« nts and shifts during just a few 
short years is to emphasi Ze the fact that the Department of Agriculture 
does not deal with programs or services which can stand still TI \ 
must be adapted and adjusted constantly to meet changing needs 
Inelastic authorities, which can be changed only through time-consum- 
ing steps to secure new legislation, can be ruinou 

Most people recognize these facts The V want assurances howe vel 
that any broad authority for the executive department to make 
changes will not be abused. Reorganization Plan No. 2 gives such 
assurance, particularly if hearings are made the rul 

In the first place, the plan provides that anv funds affected by a 
reorganization transfer may be used only for the purposes for which 
the appropriation was made originally. The plan makes it very cleat 
that transfers may not alter the use. This is a very important pro- 
vision. It assures expenditures in line with the intent of Congress 

This plan also contains a provision which has not appeared in other 
plans of thistype. It requires the Secretary, to the extent practicabli 
to give appropriate advance public notice of delegations of functions 
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and to afford opportunity for interested persons or groups to place 
their views before the Department. In view of this very clear 
mandate, it would be most unrealistic to think that any Secretary of 
Agriculture might disregard the will of Congress by using the ‘to the 
extent practicable” provision as an excuse to avoid the notice and 
hearings. Actually, hearings should generally be required. This is a 
sound provision which will insure careful consideration of any proposed 
transfers or delegations 

Further, and possibly most important, the plan definitely spells out a 
policy directive with regard to decentralization of the programs, close 
to State and local levels The Se retary 1s also directed to adapt the 
1) partment’s programs Lo regvional., state, and local conditions,to 
simplify them as much as possible, and to seek increased efficiency 

These provisions are sound assurances against misdirection in the use 
of the authority which would be granted. The Congress would of 
course retain the full control of the appropriation authority. As long 
as Congress keeps the power of the purse, it will give up none of its 
broad Policy control. The areas involved have to do with the ad- 
ministration of those programs and services which the Congress itself 
has authorized. 

here is no question but that the oTeat collection of agencies which 
serve the farmers of the United States can be simplified to the benefit 
ofeveryone. Once this preliminary work is done, there will still be need 
for constant adjustment ana revision to Meet the needs of changing 
conditions. The Secretary must have the necessary authority to 
carry out these assignments. In fact, we should insist that he be 
given and accept such authority so that he can be held fairly ac- 
countable for needed action. 

No possible reorganization or transfer of functions which is worth- 
while can be entirely painless. Some who feel thay have a vested 
interest in jobs or services are certain to object to any proposal for 
change. These objections must be set aside, however, in the broader 
national interest. The important thing is to make it possible to work 
toward simplification and greater efficiency in the Department of 
Agriculture. If we provide the means through adequate authorization, 
it will be the responsibility of the executive branch to develop and carry 
out the necessary improvements. Farmers have a right to expect 
these improvements to the end that programs may give the greatest 
possible service with the greatest possible economies in administration 

Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 holds this promise. I therefore 
feel that it is not a partisan issue. The plan should be permitted to 
become effective to pave the way for needed action. If Congress does 
not like some future development, it will have ample means to change 
the course of things promptly. 

[ think I can see some problems ahead. We have some farm 
programs that were tested in good days and bad—in the depression 
of the early thirties and the war boom of the 1940’s. Those programs, 
with proper administration, will work It would be unfortunate if 

ny Secretary was in position to say: “I could have done the job if 
Congress had given me the tools.’ If responsibility is to be loaded 
on any man, he should be allowed to discharge it in the fashion that 
uits his habits—in the way that he works best. 

Let the Secretary of Agriculture deploy his men and his resources 
where his programs are meeting the test. Then responsibility for 
success or failure is then fixed 
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There are difficult days ahead for agriculture. I favor giving the 
secretary the tools 

Madam Chairman, on December 13, 1949, I spoke before the 
National Reorganization Conference of the Citizens Committee for 
the Hoover Report here in Washington, D. C., and at that time I 
tried to explain, since I was very recently in the job, some of the 
reasons why | thought the reorganization program carried in the 
Hoover report for the Department of Agriculture ought to be estab- 
lished 

I do not want to read it all, but | want to read 2 or 3 lines that are 
still of interest. 

I said: 

Nothing has happened, actually, during the years that I was in the Department 


or since I have left it that changes my conviction tl the great sprawling col 


it 
lection of agencies that serve the farmers of this country can be simplified in its 


t 


organization to the benefit not only of the people for whose guidance and help 


it was created, but as well to the taxpayers of the country 

I pointed out that before I had taken the oath of office, I had com- 
municated with Milton Eisenhower, then the president of Kansas 
State Agricultural College, and asked him to head a committee to 
study the problems that would arise when we tried to put the War 
Food Administration back in the Department of Agriculture. He did 
come to the Department. We did have reorganization. We shifted 
thousands of people. We had some trouble with the individuals who 
were shifted out of a position that they liked. But I think it was an 
effective reorganization, and it was a very enlightening experience 
to me. 

I said in that talk that upon the solid rock of that experience I had 
based my observations that morning. I had learned then that any 
change that is suggested will find its immediate opponents. When- 
ever there is a suggestion that the particular office to which they are 
attached should be merged with another or eliminated outright, these 
people turn at once to their friends, and the Administrator quickly 
thereafter learns that the removal of these favored people from a 
public payroll or their transfer from positions of substantial responsi- 
bility to those with less authority virtually makes certain that the 
office, service, or agencies involved W ill not thereafter do R proper job 
for the farmers of this country. 

That is argued every time you try to move someone out of a job 

If the chairman would be willing, I would like either to submit this 
as a report or ask that it might be printed in the record. 

Senator Smiru. Without objection, it will be so placed in the record 
of the hearing. 

Senator ANDERSON. Thank you. 

(The statement referred to is as follows: 

SIMPLIFYING THE STRUCTURE OF THI DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
(By Senator Clinton P. Anderson, of New Mexico, former Secretary of Agriculture) 

There are some lines in the Rubaiyat which I find expressive of my situation 
this morning. They proclaim that: 

“The Moving Finger writes, and having writ, 


Moves on; nor all your Piety nor Wit 
Shall lure it back to cancel half a line, 
Nor all your Tears wash out a word of it.’”’ 
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Fourt s proposed that there be established an Agricultural Resour 
Conservat Service, Into which all major soil, range, and forest conservati 
agencies ild be brought In October of 1947 in testimony before t} Hou 
and the Senate Agricultural Committees | referred to the interdepartmental 
committee of the Department of Agriculture It had made a study of the cor 
servation of s« water, and forest resources, and had stated in recommendatio 
in ter which could apply under 2 or 3 different administrative organizatio: 
but recom! led “the consolidation of the agricultural conservation progra 
activitie and the Soil Conservation Service acti ‘ities into one conservatio! 
program and agence, I told the Congre that I concurred and made that 
reco rie lat . 

I did not refer to range conservation or the administration of the Tavlor 
Grazing Act, because I was then determined not to spend my time quarreli 





with the Department of the Interior over whether I could steal from it the Grazing 


¢ 








Service and it could steal from the Department of Agriculture, the Forest Ser 
It does not seem to me that it is a question as to who shall steal 
The decisive factor should be where the functions and activities 
grouped, and in my own heart right now I believe that the Gra 
properly belongs with the Department of Agriculture This m 
75 percent of the commercial forest land of the United States is 
and 40 percent of this is in farm Farm forests have a greater acreage than al 
public forests Timber is a crop-—a ferm erop—and forestry should not be 
removed from the Department of Agriculture. Three-fourths of the commercial 
fore la ds e east oT the Creat Plain : where the Departme nt of A ric ilt i 
almost complete Federal responsibility 
In my opinion, grazing is likewise iaseparable from the Department of Agr 
culture Livestock and forage production will always be a part of our far? 
( No | can be drawn between range livestock and livestock grow 
the far We need effective watershed management and to have HN 


ive oordinated treatment of ultivated range and forest la 1") 
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forest and range lands are inseparable from and often inter! led with cropland 

in their influence on erosion control, streamfl it to me pres 

a cogent reason why forestry and grazing bel f Agriculture 

I am pleased that the Hoover Commissior ind. But whatever 


finally is selected 
the users of the range, 


h, we come to the Commodity Adjust: 





le forest, and the fT 








1 my description of the activities « ecretarle I did 
suggest that it be assigned to anv one of the ise of my belief that 
the responsibility for the support ¢« the establishment of 
programs under which loans are to | ‘es proclaimed, is the 














primary r sponsibility oft the Secretary of r policies established 
by the Congress of the United States I do lelegate that respor 
sibilitv successfully to anyone under him 

I am sure no discussion nor argument is necessary on the proposal to make 
No. 6 the Regulatory Service 

No. 7 is the Agricultural Credit Service And here we room for vigorous 
argument I am sure that in the past I have questioned the advisability of 
consolidating the Farmers’ Home Administration with tl Farm Credit Admini 





tration, on the theorv that it was unwise to mix hard and soft credit I must 
admit that I am inclining less and less to that point of view, and more wil 
ready to accept the recommendation of the Hoover Commission 


reason why I have come to that change in position is that I see the day approac! 











ing when many of these farm credit agencies will have retired their Government 
stock and become ce mpletely farmer-owned cooperatives Chat ls happeni! v 
in my home State and I am sure it is happening in every State \s that process 


continues we tend to bring out from under close Government supervision the 
production credit agencies, the land banks, and services of that nature. Surely 
the reduced expense by the operation of consolidated appraisal agencies, unifica 
tion of offices, integration of efforts, would justify the establishment of a single 
agricultural credit service 

Which brings me to what on the organization chart is called Rural Electrifica 





tion Service. That term jars me just a little On a million light poles all over 
the rural section of the United States, there are the letters ‘‘REA Our farmers 
have come to know and love the Rural Electrification Administration and proy 
erly so, in my Opinion | hope we don’t trv to make REA change its name ev 
if we change its designation within the Department It needs to be closely tied 


to other agricultural credit services 
Finally, I agree with the Hoover Commission that there are too many separate 





field services at the county level I think we need one strong farmer-elected 
committee in each county We need a consolidation of offices so that a farme 
does not go to one town to check with the Soil Conservation Service, to another 
town to talk to the Farmers’ Home Administration, and to a third town to: nee 
for a loan on his crop through the local triple A committes I would put mor 

power, rather than less, in the hands of a committee of farmers elected by farmers 
to supervise farm activities within a particular county I know how hard it is 
to break down the programs so that a national program can be adapted to local 
conditions, but we need to continue to try to accomplish that. We may be 


improvising for a while; we may be playing by ear; but I think that the trial- 
and-error method will show us how to establish a county committee truly repre- 
sentative of farmers which can administer farm programs not only for the com 
plete benefit of the farmer, but as a protection to the Treasury of the United 
States. 

I am thinking of an experience we had in crop insurance, where the Federal 
Crop Insurance Corporation paid losses on cotton that was seeded in dust one 
season in a county where drought had made the production of a crop impossible 
that vear. Some farmers seemed to think it 

{ 


; was all right to plant cotton just 
to collect the insurance until we checked ‘ 


} 


the matter back to the farmers them- 


selves and had them set up their own strong advisory committee. When these 
taxpaying farmers took charge, they insisted on a change in underwriting rules 
and most of our difficulties were over The home folks know the seore on their 


own neighbors better than Washington can 
We will not take the step to a single farmer-eclected committee with adminis 
trative power in each county ove rnight There will be t nany problems to 
settle—whether each farmer gets only one vote or whether the votes are based 
acreage; whether the administrative head of the county committee is paid by 
Federal Government and is the employee of the Federal Government, or whether 
I 
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Senator Smita. Thank you very much, Senator Anderson. 

Senator ANDERSON. Thank vou. 

Senator Smita. The question has been asked: “How drastic is this 
proposal to enlarge the authority of the Secretary of Agriculture?” 

Would you care to comment on that? 

Senator ANDERSON. Madam Chairman, [ think probably the 
present Secretary of Agriculture could comment better. But L hope 
[ will be pardoned if I say that I do not think it is drastic at all. Asa 
matter of fact, in this present Department of Agriculture, the authority 
now exists to reorganize the Production and Marketing Administra- 
tion. That is the largest of the groups, probably 

The authority exists to reorganize the Foreign Agricultural Service, 
the Agricultural Research Administration, and that is a very important 
department that has many groups within it. 

The authority exists to reorganize the Commodity Exchange 
Authority and many of the little offices which deal with personnel 
They are not so small, as a matter of fact, but even the library—why, 
it is only a few vears ago that we reorganized the library. I did not 
do it. I think somebody did it ahead of me. I have forgotten how 
it happened, but, anyhow, they brought together all the libraries that 
existed—the Soil Conservation Library, the Forest Service Library 
and put them into one Department of Agriculture Library, a very 
wonderful library, with Ralph Shaw in charge. That library exists 
now 

Now, the agencies that might be involved in this are the Forest 
Service. God help a Secretary of Agriculture who starts out blindly 


to reorganize the Forest Service It has been there a lone time It 


is well established lt 


has its friends; it has its enemies But it 
functioning organization that now clearly contemplates what its 
responsibilities are. And I do not think that it would be reorganized 
very drastically under this bill 

The Soil Conservation Service: There IS a& hatlo al aSsor lation ol 
soil-conservation officials, meaning the elected officials of these soil- 
conservation clistriets. My farm is in the soil- 
in mv home community, and the head of that particular activity 


young man that I tried at one time to bring to my farm as its managet 


conservation dl 


Let me tell vou that anybody who tries to change and wipe out the 
activities of that Soil Conservation Service is going to have a lot of 
people on his back. There could be reorganization minder this bill of 
the Farmers’ Home Administration. I brought into the Department 
the man that now heads the Farmers’ Home Administration. I think 
he has done a capable job. I believe that he ought to be kept there 
do not approve lam not asked this question, but I want 
it—I do not approve of joming the Farmers’ Home Administratt 
the farm-eredit agencies because I think there is : I 
tween what I call hard credit and soft credit 
between what vou do for a farmer who needs t]} 

Home Administration, and what vou do for an « 
can use the facilities of the Farm Credit Administration 

The only agency that | hate to see anybody have a chance to 
reorganize is Rural Electrification Administration. I adopted a pro- 
tective device when I became Secretary. My immediate predecessor 
had been named as Administrator of REA, with my full approval and 
at my urging. And I left him in full charge of REA. He did a fine 


461 
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job for me. He will not be in the Department any longer, but I am 
sure that someone equally qualified will be there. And I am of the 
opinion that if the secretary of Agriculture lets that person pretty 
well run REA, with the help he will get from these fine, well-organized 
farm groups over the country who believe in REA, it will function 
pretty well sut he ought to have authority to reorganize it if he 
needs t 

So, | Say that I do not think that this is too drastic, because for the 
great bulk of groups there already exists the authority, or they are 
exempt. The Commodity Credit Administration is exempt. The 
Farm Credit Administration is exempt, and I think properly so 
The Federal Crop Insurance Corporation is exempt, and I do not 
think properly so, but that is a matter of personal opinion. The 
Insurance is my business, and | wanted to stick my nose in the Crop 
Insurance, when I got there, and did. I got it into the black, I am 
happy to say, for a brief period. 

But that is a matter of personal opinion, and it goes to what I said 
a minute ago: that I think a Secretary of Agriculture ought to be 
allowed to reorganize the Department the way he works best and 
with the tools that he has 

It so happened that I cannot delegate authority. I have run a 


ey ! 1° 4] | 
mv life, and it kills me to think that somebody 


one-man business al 
else is going to have any authority \ly own son is coming up in 
this business now, and I tremble for its safety, you see, when somebody 
else is trying to administer it 

The result is that I could not delegate authority around the De- 
partment of Agriculture as it should have been delegated, and I paid 


for it with my own personal health But that is a matter of the 
individual Let the individual who happens to be there run it the 
way he thinks it can be run and the way he will be responsible for its 
results and, if the results are bad, he need not WOrry. There are 
alwavs agencies and organizations that are happy to recommend 
that he be kicked out 

I know I answered vour question in a long-winded fashion I do 


not think that this is very drastic, Madam Chairman. 

Senator SmiruH. Senator Dirksen 

Senator Dirksen. Senator Anderson—lI was about to say “secretary 
Anderson,”’ from the days of long ago—Il think the principal con- 
tention that has been made against the plan was made the other day 
by Senator Russell to the effect that it had no time limit. Of course, 
one answer is that the five plans approved in 1950, which conferred 
identical authority upon other Cabinet members, had no time limit, 
either. And another answer, of course, is that the Lord giveth and 
the Lord taketh away, and Congress can grant such authority and 
can quickly have it rescinded. 

But do you see any really substantial objection to a plan that has 
no time limit, particularly as it applies to Agriculture, where you 
have such fluidity of conditions and the necessity for perhaps many 
changes over a period of time? 

Senator ANDERSON. I say that it does not worry me in the slightest. 
I do not see how permission that you are giving to someone is any 
good unless it can be passed on to his successor. I do not think that 
the man who happens to sit in the Department of Agriculture at a 
given time is the only person in the history of the world who can run 
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the Department. It was not true when I was there. I do not think 
that it will be true even with Secretary Benson. I think that he is 
going to be a fine Secretary of Agriculture, but there can be another 
one also who can be a rood one. 

Therefore, | would not limit it as to time. If it is necessary for 
one man to be able to operate the Department the Wy he thinks it 
ought to be operated, then for heavens’ sake, it may be necessary for 
the next man to do the same thing 

For example, when I came into the Department, as the Senator 
from Illinois will well remember, the only question was: Where do 
we get any meat? 

I went to Cincinnati to address a meeting of food people, and after 
the meeting was over, my plane did not leave for several hours, and 
it was suggested that I go out to the ball game. And I did, and sat 
in Happy Chandler’s box, and the loudspeaker said that I had just 
gone down there, and a wave went up across that place, and in the 
habit of the American ball fan, they said, ‘‘Whenr do we get meat? 
When do we eat? When do we eat?” 

Instead of velling something, and crving for somebody to hit the 
ball, or to put it across, or to walk him or something else, it was, 
“When do we eat?” 

And when I left, it was just a chorus of, ‘‘When do we eat?” 


»)) 


Now, anyone whose skin is even reasonably thin spends his time 
trying to find out ho, we vet oreater s ipphi ~ of meat and wl en we 
do ext And he allows agen: s that he thinks a inning well, like 
the Bureau of Animal Industry and the Forest Service and others, 
never to come within the scope of his attentior | stayed as far 
away from them as I could, lit rally for mont! 

Sut when we cot mto the foot-and-mouth disease in Mexico. l 
think I got acquainted with everybody in the Bureau of Animal 
Industry over 22 years of age. The people who had just moved in, 

ee . 2 1s} c a ] > > a ; } br S 
probably I did not get to know But Dr. Fladness and Dr. Simms 


and all the rest of (hem came to my office regularly with thei theories 
about vaccination 

We had to take a whole Cattle Growers’ Association that believed 
the only way to stop foot-and-mouth disease was to slaughter every 
animal. And vou could not get the \lexican Crovernment to agree 
to slaughter every animal We had to try to develop a vaccine And 


Senator Thve and other Members of this Congress helped in establish 


ing a program that successfully handled foot-and-mouth ‘disease. 
But | did not do anything else for) eeks but foot-ar d-mouth disease 
; his authority, you had 
better go ahead and give it without regard to the time, and take it 
away if something happens to it 

For months, as many people know, there was a farm group that 
went regularly to the White House every day to suggest that I shoul 
be removed as Secretary of Agriculture. I did not resentit. I thought 
it was a fine thing. It was an expression of good American demo racy, 
and it helped to look afte my job. But if I had maybe been, a little 
worse than I was, there would have been another group or 2 joming, 
and then. 3 or 4 groups, and before long someone else would have been 
in that spot. 

I do not see how having authority merely to reorganize BAE and 


the Soil Conservation Service and the Forest Service and the Farmers’ 


So lL say to vou that if vou are going to give 
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Home Administration and REA is coiling to have a great deal of 
cliffic ulty bec ause the real job of thre secretary of As riculture 11h the 
next ft years, as | see it, will be this troublesome question of price 
supports and the imposition of acreage limitations. And I think that 
those are alre addy covered or else are exempt. 


PMA is now covered by the reorganization program, \ ith permis- 
sion to reorganize. Commodity Credit is not touched by it, and Farm 
Credit 1 Ol touched by it. 

Therefore I thinl within the next Tew years, the fields o rreatest 
interest are not vitally concerned with this reorganization plan, and if 
it 1} tried tor a short time, | think they \ it] not be aisposed to take 
that authority away from a succeeding Secretary of Agriculture. 

Senator Dirksen. Of course, | do not quarrel about the exemptions 
in the plan. But I suppose if I had written it, there would have been 
no exemptions, because you remember the long difficulties we had with 
Federal e1 yp imsurance, and once | vot it abolished in the House 


but could not make it stick in the Senat 


Senator ANDERSON Surely I was there for the resurrection I 
am not sure, but I think if we had followed the program we decided 
upon in the resurrection, it might not have been too difficeul We 
wanted to experiment. I do believe that farmers are entitled to crop 
insurance, but I think that vou have to be extremely careful how much 


ofit you cover at any one time 


I fully agreed with the Senator from Illinois that at the time it Was 


done, it was completely out of hand. Farmers were using crop 
insurance as an extra leve1 to dip into the federal Treasury it was 
wron And that is why I say that I would have kept that pretty 
closely under the powers of the Secretary of Agriculture to reorganize. 


OCTLALO! DIRKSI N | have ho further qu SLLIONS, 

Senator SmirvH. Senator Humphrey? 

Senator Humpurey. My only question is—I am just reading the 
hearings on plan No. 1, Senatol Anderson | read these once before, 
and | Qs ke ad fora copy to be brought LO mv attention acain today SO 
that I could refresh myself 
the transcript of this plan, and the charges that were made against 
plan No. 4—TI am particularly reading here from Senator Schoeppel 
and senator Thy Vv he re the carte blanche authority, the cle lecation 
of power, the almost unrestrained authority of the Secretary of Aeri- 
culture. 

Now, I did not happen to concur in that view, you see. But the 
thing that bothers me is that if just seems to depend upon who is 
Secretary of Agriculture, how the attitudes stack up here. 

The same char res are made against this plan that were made iwainst 


And I read these hearings, and I read 


the plan some 2 vears ago But they are made by completely 


opposite people. 

| hestitate to remonstrate to my friend from Illinois, but I think I 
recall that he was in behalf of the 1950 plan 

Senator ANDERSON. I do not think that he was here at that time. 

Senator Dirksen. That is right I was not here, and so 

Senator ANDERSON. But I do say this to the Senator from Minne- 
sota, that that frequently happens. We pot with pride while we 
are in and view with alarm when the other party isin. That goes on 
year in and vear out. 
: But what 1 do sav is that there was a very hot controversy a ing on 
at the time the other reorganization plan came up, It involved a 


aa 
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somewhat different concept of price su pports than had been estab- 
lished by the country over a period of years. And I think it was due 
to that fact that the Senate, at least, was as divided as it was. 

I, for example, have always been in favor of reorganization. I have 
tried to vote for ever\ reorganization plan. 1 issued statement after 
statement in general support of the principle of reorganization and in 
support of the Hoover plan, even though |] pe rsonally question d some 
of the things that were in it. 

l did not approve of the transfers that 1e Hoover plan suggested 
between departments. But nonetheless, L felt that you had to have 
reorganization and reorganization powers, and | took what was there 
because i felt that that is probably What we micht hope to eet trom 
the Congress of the United States 

Senator Humpurey. I have great respect for your views on this, 
Senator Anderson, as I do Senatot Ark n’s However, ] just hovice 
that in looking over Senator Russell’s general presentation to nee 


mittee In Opposition to this program, 1 can go back to the pel od « 
1950 and find very much the same views expressed by people who are 
now supporting the present plan. 

For example, let me just re 
when the former Secret ary of 
ing. My colleague, Senator 
says this: 


id you a quotation from the hearings 
Agriculture, Mr. Brannan, was testify- 
Thye, very interested in agriculture 


The question I have in mind, and which has worried me somewhat, is the broad 
blanket authority that is given. Can you spell out what you ints 3 to do‘ 


And this was the whole line of questioning all the time that Seere- 


tary Brannan was before this committee. I remember. I was on 
this same subcommittee. And Secretary Brannan said: 
Well, we have lots of studies made My predecessor 


speaking of the Senator from New Mexico 
made studies. Some reorganization has been effected. 


But everybody wanted the blueprint. Now, that is exactly what 
people want now. And I remember the day that we debated the 
former proposal on the Senate floor, and the reorganization plan was 
defeated primarily because the blueprints of the study were not there. 

Now, I was somewhat moved, I must confess, by that argument at 
the time. I spoke on the floor of the Senate that evening, and I said 
that I was really impressed with the argument made by those who 
were in opposition to the reorganization aed because of the failure of 
the Secretary to present anything but a desire and a request for broad 
blanket authority. 

Now, the Secretary made a very moving and very compelling speech 
before this committee, in his statement before this subcommittee, 
just as I am sure that other witnesses have in this reorganization plan 
and as the Secretary will. But the Senate turned down that plan, 
not because of any dateline, not because of the lack of hearings or 
anything, but I submit that anybody who will examine that record 
and I have examined it page by page—will see that it was turned down 
because the Secretary of Agriculture did not present a specific, out- 
lined proposal before the committee of the Congress or to the Senate. 

Senator ANpERSON. I am sure the Senator from Minnesota is 
correct as to what appears on the surface. I also think it would be 
correct to say that the question of a new method of price supports 
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involving what many people thought to be a change from our estab- 
lished situation-—I am trying my best to keep out from the discussion 
of the plan itself—had something to do with the difficulties 

I call this to vour attention, ! read Senator Russell’s testimony 
word for word, with great interest, because I have the highest respect 
for him. Nobody ever had finer support from an appropriations 
group in my life than I had from the Senator from Georgia. There- 
fore, I read his words with a great deal of interest. I saw on page 21 
where he talked about the extension of the 90-percent support plan 
from time to time, with power in the Secretary to control production. 
Sut the law expires next vear. And so far as I am iva the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture and his Director of Commodity Markets and 
adjustment assistants have never vet disclosed to the American people 
the plan that they would recommend to this Congress to be applied 
to the farmers of this country after 1954 

I found on page 46 where he begins saying 


} 
| 


[ am just wondering if he again is not worried somewhat by what is 
going tural programs gut 1 do say that I 
am not worried about agricultural programs. Personally, I think it 
would be a wonderful thing for this country if the Agricultural Act 
of 1948, as amended by the Agricultural Act of 1949, with which 
Senator Aiken’s name and my name are connected, might have a 
chance to be tried out once by the American people. But that is 
another subject entirely. At least, I am not distressed over what 
will be the program of the Secretary of Agriculture to the point where 
I begin to Say that he should not have authority to reorganize the 
Department 

Senator HumpHrey. Senator, I want to sav that there are honest 
differences of opin n about the nature of price supports, and those 
are differences held honestly by men of integrity and of experience 

Senator AnpERsoN. I could not agree with you more 

Senator HUMPHREY | agree that the undertones and overtones of 
the alleged Brannan plan, et cetera, were involved at the time of the 
1950 he: aring But also there are some undertones and overtones 


to happen as to agricul 


I 
y 


now, too 

Senator ANDERSON. I just tried to point out that they are also in 
this hearing 

Senator Humpurey. That is right However, my point is that 
when I read the hearings of 1950—and I want to make clear that I was 
on the side of the reorganization, as a member of this subcommittee 
when I read those hearings and 
quite interesting to me to see this suc 


reread them, | must say that it was 
lden change of attitude on the 
part of Members of Congress \ll at once there is no fear of this 
centralized power; there is no fear of this lack of blue print. And | 
just ask anvbody to examine the record 

| have before me here the comments of the Senators that were on 
this committee, and every one of them brought up the same thing, 
namely, that the Secre tary was getting too much a uthority. 

Now. | appreciate what Senator Aiken has pointed out to us. that 
the requirement of public notice is not a mandatory requirement I 


make note of that. It is permissive 
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Senator ANDERSON. That is why I said in the very beginning of my 
remarks that I thought it would be helpful, and I still think it would be 
helpful, if the Secretary of Agriculture would give you some idea as to 
what his plans are with reference to holding hearings before he makes 
any widespread change. You are going to have a chance to question 
him, and [ think you ought to question him on that point 

Senator Humpurey. Yes, sir 

Senator ANDERSON. Because I can only say that after Milton 
Kisenhower and his group, which is a widely representative group, 
had finished their reorganization plan on the Production and Mar- 


keting Administration, we called in the representatives of the farm 
organizations, the American Farm Bureau, the Grange, the Farmers 
Union, and the Association of Co-ops, and many other little groups, 
and asked them to have a look at it. And they got through kicking 
it around, and we had to make a few changes in it, and we then called 
in the legislative committees of the Congress and we then called in 
the appropriation subcommittees of the Congress. If your plan 
cannot stand that sort of scrutiny, then you ought to hesitate before 
you put it in. But I do not believe that there would be the slightest 
difficulty with this or any other Secrecary of Agriculture. He has to 
come back to the Congress time after time for legislative help, and he 
comes back steadily for appropriation help 

These next couple of years are going to be, I think, difficult ones in 
the Way of trying to decide what commodities to s ipport and at what 
level to support them. He is croinge to need the closest relationship 
with the Congress. I would be greatly surprised if the Secretary of 
Agriculture had a major reorganization without letting the Congress 
know all about it. It does not worry me in the slightest. 

I am sure that he will come in. 

Senator Humpnurey. I want to say for the record that I appreciate 
the importance of the Secretary of Agriculture having reorganization 
power. I felt that way about the other department heads, no matter 
who is in charge of the administration. I am deeply concerned, how- 
ever, about some of the feeling that have been manifested by the 
REA epople, for example. I happen to concur with you. If had 
hoped that REA would be left as a relatively autonomous agency. 
And I feel strongly about the Soil Conservation Service program. 
And I felt that Way 5 Vears ago. 

The only thing that bothers me now is that if there were such 
strong feelings—and I repeat that anybody who reads the testimony 
would know that there were such strong feelings before—there 1s 
nothing which indicates that those feelings should be removed, 


because no matter who is Secretary of Agriculture, he is going to be 


the subject of controversy, as will the Secretary of anything in the 
administration. 


Senator ANDERSON. Yes, sir. 


Senator SmirH. Senator Dworshak? 


Senator DworsHak. Just one question 

Senator Anderson, if this excessive grant of power should result 
in any abuses or any political blunders, and the Secretary of Agri- 
culture should take any action which would result in adverse public 
reaction, of course, the opposition party would be glad to take advan- 
tage of it. So that will act as a psychological factor m preventing any 
excesses or abuses of power. 
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Senator ANpbI SON, | would be one of the first ones to start picking 
out a good tree from which he could be hanged. But I am not worried 
about that l just do not believe that there would be that type of 
reorganization [ just do not believe it. 

Senator DworsuAk. I do not, either. And that is why I asked you 
that question 

Senator Smrrxa. Senator Kennedy? 

Senator Kennepy. | have no questions. I certainly appreciate 
Senator Anderson’s testimony. It is very helpful. 

Senator SmirH. With us this morning are Senator McClellan and 
Senator Symington, members of the main committee 

Senator McClellan, I neglected to ask vou if you would like to ask 
Senator Aiken any questions. He is still here. Have you any ques- 
tions to ask of either Senator Aiken or Senator Anderson? 

Senator McCLetian, That is all right, Madam Chairman. I thank 
vou very much. I do not care to ask Senator Anderson any questions 
| would be interested to hear the Secretary testify, of course. 

| would like to make one comment in response to a statement just 
made by the Senator from Minnesota. 

[ have not changed my mind very much about it. What surprises 
me is that I find some organizations now which then just could not 
tolerate the delegation of such blanket authority and which are 
completely turning a somersault now. They want to give it without 
question 

Now, I say this, too. I think there are differences in personalities. 
I might trust one Secretary to do a job of reorganizing. I might have 
greater confidence in his capacity and his purpose and ability to re- 
organize the Department than I would have another. I might 
withhold from one the same powers | would be willing to give to 
another 

Sut from a standpoint of basic principles, I can see very little dif- 
ference in this reorganization plan and the other that we opposed. 

There again, | might be willing to say, “‘ Yes, I would trust Secretary 
Benson with the powers,” but they are continuing powers, and the 
very next Secretary of Agriculture [ might not trust at all. 

There are your dangers. It is not a matter of opposing reorganiza- 
tion. I would like to see and understand how the authority is going 
to be used before I vote the power. 

Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Senator Smirx. Senator Symington? 

Senator Symineron. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 


I read Senator Russell’s testimony. I am sorry that I was a little 
late, but I had another committee meeting and could not hear all of 
Senator Anderson’s testimony. But if it meets with your approval, 


I would like to ask Senator Anderson a couple of questions. 

Senator Smirx. We shall be glad to have you. 

Senator Syminaron. Thank you. 

Senator, Senator Russell in his testimony said: 

It is purely a sweeping grant of power to a nonelected official, the Secretary of 
Agriculture, to reorganize that Department. 

Do you agree W ith that? 

Senator AnpERsOoN. | commented previously that I do not think 
it is such a sweeping grant of power. He now has authority to reor- 
ganize a great many agencies inside the Department, and there are 
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other agencies which are not touched, such as Commodity Credit 
and the Farm Credit Administration and the Crop Insurance Corpora- 
tion. 

Therefore, | do not think that the power that is given him to reor- 
vanize the Forest Service and the Soil Conservation Service, REA, 
and the Farmers’ Home Administration, and BAE is a sweeping grant 
of power. 

Senator SyMINGTON. So you do not agree with Si 


lator Russell on 





that? 

Senator ANDERSON. I hate to get things put in just that shape, 
because | am very fond of Senator Russell. I would say that 1 do 
not agree with him that it is a sweeping grant, no 


Senator SyMINGTON. Now, later in his testimony, Senator Russell 


Says: 





The power of the President of the United Stares to reorganize the executive 
branch of the Government has in each piece of legislation that has been enacted, 
been strictly limited as to time When we enacted the ame ent extending 
the Reorganization Act in this Congress, we placed a definite t limit of April 1, 
1955, o1 the powers of the Pre lent to reorgar 

Sut this alleged reorgani ) i | S permanent 
delegation to any individual uppens to be Secretary of Agriculture to shift 
or alter the functions and activities of that Department to accord with his views 


without submitting to the Congress the proposed changes t t he desires to make. 


Do you agree with that, Senator? 

Senator ANDERSON. No. I read that yesterday afternoon as | 
went through his testimony. It seemed to me that it was erroneous 
in this respect, that while it is true that the bills which we passed 
confer the right to the President to send up reorganization plans, the 
plans themselves have no dateline on them in any instance. 

[ think all the other reorganization bills are as limitless as this one is, 
as far as termination is concerned. ‘This is no different from the others, 
not the slightest bit different. And I voted for all the others without 
any reservation for departments that I think need reorganization, 
perhaps, less than the Department of Agriculture does. 

Senator Symineron. On page 15, Senator Russell says: 

If this plan be approved, the Congress has surrendered legislative control over 
the Department to an appointive official for all time to come 

Do you agree with that, Senator? 

Senator ANDERSON. No, because my experience with the Appropri- 
ations Committee is that they can straighten it out very, very quickly 
and almost overnight. You can have the finest program in the world, 
but if you do not get along with the Appropriations Committee, they 
can change that program. The members of that committee can do 
that very quickly. 

As long as Congress still has the power of the purse, it has not sur- 
rendered its authority. 

Secondly, I say that the Secretary of Agriculture has to come 
steadily to the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and to 
the House Committee on Agriculture to ask for pieces of needed legis- 
lation, and that if he has flagrantly violated this provision and has 
used it in such a fashion, that he has usurped the functions of Congress, 
they will help him get his feet on the ground shortly. 

Senator Symineron. I have only two more questions, Madam 
Chairman. 
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I notice that Senator Russell Says 

I am proud of the measures that I have handled on the floor of the Senate and 
of the record that I have made in attempting to handle the agricultural appropria- 
tion bill for 18 vears * 

I imagine that that means that he has had a lot of experience in this. 

Senator ANDERSON. I would like to break in there and say, as I 
have said a moment ago, that nobody could do a finer job than he has 
done steadily. No Secretary of Agriculture could have a more loyal 
supporter than he has been during those 18 years. And that is why 
I hated to answer your question a minute ago. He has had a tre- 
mendous 

Senator Symineron. Another questiot 

Will you explain why Mr. Herbert Hoover was so much opposed 
to this in the previous administration and now agrees with you so 
heartily in this administration? 

Senator ANpERSON. No. I think that Mr. Hoover would have 
to make his own comments on that. My course has been consistent. 
If he has not—I do not know that he has not—he would have to do 
that explaining himself, 

Senator SyMINGTon. Madam Chairman, in closing I would like to 
say that I believe, as some of my colleagues do here, that it is amazing 
the switches that have been made with respect to how dangerous and 
unfortunate such a reorganization would be in the past and now how 
desirable it is today ; 

The farmers of my State are worried, not only about this reorganiza- 
tion plan but about a good many other things. And I personally 
agree with Senator Russell. I do not support this plan. 

Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Senator McCiettan. Madam Chairman, may I ask the Senator 
one question? 

Senator SmirH. Senator McClellan. 

Senator McCievian. Senator, as I remember—I may be mis- 
taken—you opposed the other plan; is that not correct, in 1950? 

Senator ANDERSON. I do not think that I had much to say about it. 
There was a personal situation that somewhat existed between the 
Department of Agriculture and myself at that time that kept me from 
being very enthusiastic about anything that came down from the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Senator McC.Le.uan. That is just one of the dangers that we incur 
in voting these powers indefinitely. And you say you favor voting 
them indefinitely. 

Senator ANDERSON. I favor giving 

Senator McCuievtian. | do not recall that the Senator was very 
enthusiastic in support of the other plan. 

Senator ANpERsON. I would say that I agree with you completely 
that I was not enthusiastic about the support of the plan. But again, 
it was because of a personal situation, that I could explain at length 
if need be. 

Senator McCiexian. I do not care about that. But I do point 
out that that is the very thing that some of us are trying to guard 
against. That same situation may arise with us a year from now or 
2 years from now. 


1 See comment by Dean H. P. Rusk, p. 193 
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One other thought the Senator expressed, that was frequently 
expressed, was that as long as Congress appropriated the money, it 
could control all these things. I do not quite agree with that. Surely, 
the Congress can refuse to make any appropriations. We had the 
reorganization of the Defense Department. It has been reorgapized. 
And yet many things are still wrong with it, and Congress cannot step 
in there and say, ‘‘We are not going to appropriate any money this 
year for national defense because we do not like the way the Depart- 
ment is being reorganized.’ 

We cannot control it. We get these obligations. The agricultural 
program has to go on. They have to maintain the Department of 
Agriculture. And it is not the Appropriations Committee that 
actually is going LO control sb. If the Congre ‘SS does not enact basic 
legislation to control it and direct it, the Appropri: itions Committees 
are almost helpless themselves unless they just refuse to appropriate 
any money for the Department. 

Senator ANpERSON. | think what might have been 

Senator McC Letuan. | think that is pretty farfetched. I do not 
think it is practical to rely on that. In other words, I think the most 
practical way is to legislate. 

Senator ANDERSON. I think that I would agree with that. I would 
simply say that I think my statement might have been based on the 
fact that when I went into the Department of Agriculture, I went 
into many, many situations, and people would say, ‘“‘ Now, Judge 
Tarver insists that it be done this way.” 

Now, I was very fond of Judge Tarver. He was a wonderful 
gentleman. We served together on the Appropriations Committee 
in the House. But I knew he had influence. 

Senator McCieiuan. Thank you. 

Senator Smirxa. Thank you very much, Senator Anderson. We 
apprec late your giv ing us your VIEWS. 

Senator ANpEeRson. Thank you. 

Senator SmirH. Representative Clifford R. Hope, of Kansas, chair- 
man of the Committee on Agriculture in the onaecd is here. 

Congressman Hope, would you give us your views, please? We are 
very pleased to have you here this morning. 

Mr. Horr. Thank you very much, Madam Chairman. I am very 
happy to be present and to make a brief statement in support of 
Reorganization Plan No. 2. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLIFFORD R. HOPE, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 


Mr. Horr. I think Reorganization Plan No. 2 is not only a desirable 
but a necessary measure if the Department of Agriculture is to fune- 
tion as an economical efficient organization. I know of no one who is 
at all familiar with the situation who does not agree that a reorganiza- 
tion is inorder. Whatever differences of opinion may exist are on the 
question of the form which reorganization should take. 

All of us know of the expansion which has taken place in the Depart- 
ment in the last 20 years. Many new agencies have been established. 
Other agencies have been expanded, or otherwise changed. In most 
‘vases the Secretary has direct control over these agencies and their 
functions. With respect to a few agencies he does not have this 
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power which means that while he is assumed to have authority over 
the entire Department and its functions, such is not actually the case; 

This was not an unusual situation with respect to Cabinet de- 
partments prior to the report of the Hoover Commission and the 
enactment of the Reorganization Act of 1949 However, under the 
provisions of the Reorganization Act of 1949 reorganization plans 
have been submitted to Congress and agreed to in the case of most 
departments; I think in some form or another in all departments, 
excepting Agriculture 

Two of these plans were adopted ia 1949, the remainder in 1950. 
In that year a reorganization plan for Agriculture similar to that 
for the other departments was rejected by Congress In the mean- 
time, reorganization bills for the Department of Agriculture based 
upon the recommendations of the Hoover Commission have been 
introduced but no action has been taken. 7 hus, today the secretary 
of Agriculture is the only member of the Cabinet who does not have 
full authority over all the agencies which are presumed to be under 
him. 

Furthermore, the Department is woefully understaffed as far as 
assistant secretaries are concerned Whereas most departments 
have from 3 to 8 assistant secretaries, Agriculture has but 1. This 
puts a tremendous load on the secretary, the Under Seer tary and the 
one Assistant Secretary. 

The purpose of Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953, as I see it, 
is to make the Secretary of Agriculture. Secretary in fact as well as in 
name. It will enable him actually to exercise the responsinility for 
which he is held accountable as Secretary and will enable him to 
adjust and improve the organization of the Department in the interest 
of efficiency and economy. It will make it possible for him to better 
the service which the Department is expected to render the people 
of this country. 

The plan itself is simple. It does five things: 

1. With the exception of certain agencies noted in section 1 (b), 
including the Farm Credit Administration, it transfers to the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture all functions not now vested in him of all other 
officers and all agencies and employees of the Department of Agri- 
culture. 

2. It creates two new positions of Assistant Secretary of Agriculture 
to be appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate. 

3. It creates the position of Administrative Assistant Secretary. 

4. It authorizes the Secretary to delegate the functions vested in 
him to any officer, agency, or employee of the Department, subject 
to giving public notice with opportunity for interested parties to be 
heard. It also sets up guideposts to be followed in the delegation of 
functions. 

5. It authorizes the transfer within the Department of records, 
property, and personnel as well as unexpended balances of appropria- 
tions with the proviso that funds transferred may be used only for 
purposes for which appropriations were originally made. 

This plan differs from plan No. 4 submitted in 1950 in the following 
particulars: 

1. It prohibits the use of transferred unexpended balances except 
for the purposes for which the appropriation was originally made. 


2. It does not apply to the Farm Credit Administration. 
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3. The Secretary is required to give public notice of important 
changes and to afford opportunity for interested persons to be heard 

1. In redistributing functions the Secretary is required to seek to 
to simplify and make efficient the operation of the Department, to 
place administration of farm program close to State ma local levels, 
and to adapt programs to regional, State, and local conditions. 

These, in my opinion, are important improvements to the 1950 
plan. They make it stronger and more effective. The lack of these 
improved proposals now contained in this plan was properly the 
subject of criticism when the 1950 plan was under discussion by this 


committee and the Senate. That criticism has now been met. 

The important thing to remember about this plan is that it does 
not permit the Secretary or anyone else in the Department to change 
functions. What it does is to transfer to the Secretary all functions 
not now possessed by him and to authorize him to delegate these 
functions to officers, agencies, and employees of the Department 
It is purely a& management plan 

The Secretary can transfer the administration of a function to 
other agencies but he cannot change a function he cannot abolish 
a function, nor can he create a function. Neither the Secretary nor 
any of his subordinates can expend funds except for the purposes and 
in the amounts previously authorized by Congress, no matter how 
many changes are made 

When these facts are considered most of the eriticism which has 
been made of this plan simply does not stand up. It becomes 
unrealistic and extravagent 

If this plan is bad, then the similar and in fact practically identical 
plans approved by Congress in 1949 and 1950 for the Post Office, 
Treasury, Justice, Interior, Commerce, and Labor Departments are 
bad and should be repealed. 

If this plan, which in practical effect applies only to the Bureau of 
Acricultural Economics, the Forest Service, the Soil Conservation 
Service, the Farmers’ Home Administration, the Rural Electrification 
Administration, and the Office of the Solicitor is bad, then it must 
be said that the power which the Secretary already has to transfer 
functions in 10 other agencies in the Di partment 1s bad and should 
be taken away from him. The agencies over which he already has 
this power are some of the most important in the Department and 
include the following: The Agricultural Research Administration, 
the Production and Marketing Administration, the Commodity 
Exchange Authority, Extension Service, the Foreign Agricultural 
Service, the Office of Budget and Financ e, the Office of Information, 
the Office of Personnel, the Office of Plant and Operations, and 
Library. 

Take for instance the Production and Marketing Administration 
by far the largest and most controversial agency in the Department. 
It is the result of a reorganization plan carried out by the present 
distinguished Senator from New Mexico who was Secretary of Agri- 
culture at that time. He has already described this morning some 
of the problems with which he was confronted in making that change. 
It was originally a merger of 14 agencies and since that time agencies 
have been moved into it and moved out of it No matter what we 
do with this plan the Secretary could abolish the PMA tomorrow. 
He could break it up into a dozen agencies and transfer its functions 
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wherever he pleased This is the agvcency which deals with price 
supports and many other subjects allied thereto. Is it contended 
now that the Secretary should have any less power over the Bureau 


of Agricultural Economics, for instance, than he already has over 


the PMA? 

The proposal before us does not go nearly as far as the specifie 
recommendations for reorganization of the Department of \criculture 
made by the Hoover Commission, because many of those recommen 
dations involve important changes in the functions of other Depart 
ments Yet one would think from some of the eriticism which has 
occurred that this plan went far beyond the Hoover recommendations 


I have implicit confidence in the present Secretary of Agriculture. 


I know that he will not make important changes under this authority 
without consulting Congress, farm organizations, and representative 
farmers He is a part of an administration which is leaning over 
backward in its efforts to recognize Congress as an equal and ecoordi- 
nate branch of government and to see that it fully retains its place 


as the policymaking branch. On many occasions Secretary Benson 
has affirmed his full concurrence in this viewpoint of the Eisenhower 


administration. 

But it is said, Suppose we have a Secretary of Agriculture with an 
inclination to nore or flout Congress? I do not think we will have, 
but even in that unlikely event Congress has plenty of recourse 
Under section 136 of the Legislative Reorganization Act, congressional 
committees have the duty of exercising continuous watchfulness of 
the execution by administrative agencies of all laws coming within 
the jurisdiction of such committees. We have the appropriation 
power, which has already been mentioned this morning and so graph- 
ically illustrated by the distinguished Senator from New Mexico, and 
which in itself is probably sufficient to handle any situation which 
might arise, and finally we have the power of legislation to correct 
any abuses, and if need be, the power of impeachment. But I consider 
it unlikely that a situation such as this would ever develop for the 
very cood reason that under this act there can be no change which 
relates to functions and no juggling of appropriation. 

Madam Chairman, I feel very strongly that the Secretary of 
Agriculture should have the same authority to put his house in order 
that is now possessed by every other Cabinet official. That is the 
only question that is involved here 

| believe that if he has the great responsibility for running this 
important Department, he should also have the authority \nd if 
we do not give him the authority which all experts on Government 
reorganization concede he should have, then we cannot well criticize 
the operation of the Department 

Finally, I believe that if this authority is granted, it will result in 
efficiency, economy, and in better service to the people of this country, 
all of whom are affected by the policies and activities of this important 
Department 

Thank you very much, Madam Chairman 

Senator Smith. Thank you, Congressman Hope 

Senator Dirksen? 


Senator Dirksen. I have no questions at t 
Chairman 
Senator Smita. Senator Humphrey? 


1¢ moment, Madam 
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Senator Humpnurey. I was very interested in Congressman Hope’s 
delineation of those areas of the Department of Agriculture which 
are presently covered by the reorganization authority 

Congressman, would vou help me and just cite the law on that? 
I just want it for the record, because I am sure it will be a matter of 
some discussion 

Mr. Hopr. I am very sorry, | cannot give the Senator the law, 
because you would have to ro back through all the laws affecting 
agriculture, probably 25 or 30 vears ago The laws which established 


t 
t 


the arencies In many cases would have 
] 


o be studies 
But I know asa practical matter that tl 


iat is true, that the Secretary 


does have that authority, and 1 would su est that if the committee 


desires it, the Solicitor for the Department of Agriculture is here, 
and he no doubt can Live that a thority but l am sol to Say that 

I cannot oive it. 
Senator HuMPHREY Madam Chairman. may [| su rrest that, just 
the purpose of the record, we might eet some citation on that to 


i 
rroborate the Congressman’s statemen 
| accept vour statement, of cours and | just thought it would be 


ll 4 ' } : hen 
well tO have the GOCUMENHLALLO 


Senator Smira. Mr. Reynolds, will you obtain the information 
that Senator Humphre v refers to 

The material referred to appears at the conclusion of Secretary 
Benson’s testimony, p. 184 

Senator Humpurey. As I understand it, Congressman Hope, the 
Avricultural Research Administration, the Production and Market- 
ing Administration, the Commodity Exchange Authority, the Exten 
sion Service, the Foreign Agricultural Service, the Office of Budget 
Kinanee. the Offi of Information, and the Office of Personnel and 
the Office of Plant and Op rations, and the Librarn those offices are 
presently under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Agriculture for all 
purposes, including purposes of reorganization 


Mr. Horr. Yes, that is my understanding, and I am sure that that 


Is correct 


Senator Humpnrrey. So that the reorganization plan that we are 
iow considering would neither limit nor supplement nor in any way 
alter the powers of the Secretary of Agriculture in relationship to 
those units or bureaus that are mentioned in the paragraph that I 


have just rea i 
Mr. Hopr. No; not in the least 
Senator Humpnrey. They would be lef 
Nha Hort That is correct 

2 IPHREY In terms of the reorganization authority* 
Vir. Horr. Yes. 
Senator H\ MPHRE\ ‘| h nh vou point out 

Ni Hop The only was that they would De atlected would be the 


authority of the Seeretarv to transfer functions of other agencies 


Senator Hun r 


vhich are not unde! his cor trol to those particular acencles and vice 


Senator Humpuyrey. Yes. But as it is now, he ean reorganize 
those and regroup them without either adding to or taking away any 
lunctions: 

\Ir. Hopr. Yes; he can and he has 

Senator HumpHreyY. That is right 
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Mr. Hop It has been done in many cases | think in the case of 
most iu not all of those agencies some reorganization plans have been 


put into effect In recent years 
7 


Senator LLUMPHRE) So what we are reall talking about, once you 


, 


ave taken into consideration the area of exclusion which ine ludes the 


Farm Credit Administration and the Department corporations and 
the ady ry boards of the Farm Credit Corporation, and the hearing 
examiners, Which are provided for under the Administrative Pro- 
cedure Lect vhat is left over, the n, is the REA and the Soil Conser- 
vation Service, as two of the bigger units, and the Forest Service and 


the Pureau of Agricultural Economies and the Farmers Home Ad 


Is that the « omplete list; Congressman? 


Mr. Horr. I think there were six. I believe that you named only 
ive 
Senator Humpurey. Pardon me [ may have left one out 


Mir Hop | will have to look in my list here to see which one Was 
left out 
Senator Humpurey. Yes; the Pureau of Agricultural Economics; 
ie Forest Service 
Mr. Horr. The Office of the Solicitor is the other one. 
Senator Humpurey. And the Office of the Solicitor. 
The purpose, then, of this reorganization plan would be to extend 
the reorganization powers to those bureaus or units within the De- 


1 
1} 


partment so as to place the Department under one ceneral re 
organization authority. 

Mr. Horr. Yes; that is my understanding 

Senator Humpnrey. Thank you. 

Senator Smirx. Senator Dworshak? 

Senator DworsHak. No questions 

Senator Smiru. Senator McClellan? 

Senator Symington? 

Senator Syminaron. Yes, I would like to ask Congressman Hope a 
question, if I may 

In your testimony, you made the point several times that in effect 
this would put the Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Congressman, on an 
equal level of control of his Department with the other members of 
the Cabinet; is that correct? 

Mr. Hopi Yes, that 1s correct 

Senator SymMincron. Are you familiar with the National Security 
of 1947, as amended in 1949? 

r. Horr. | am not too familiar with that And I did not include 
that in the list of Cabinet positions 

Senator Symineron. Did you detail the Cabinet positions that you 
were referring to, sir? ‘ 

Mr. Horr. Yes. The ones that I referred to were the Treasury 
Department, the Interior Department, the Commerce Department, 
the Labor Department 

Senator Dirksen. The Justice Department. 

Mr. Horr. The Jusice Department, and I think one other. There 
were six that I mentioned. 

Senator Symineron. Thank you very much. 

That is all 


\ 


‘ 
{ 

\1 

| 
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Senator Smita. Thank vou very much, Congressman Hope. We 
appreciate your coming here this mornin 
your views. 

Mr. Horr. Thank you 

Senator Smiru. | wish that you would join us more often 

Mr. Hope. I would like to. It has been very plea 

Senator SmirH. The Secretary of Agriculture, the Honorable Ezra 
Taft Benson, is here 

Mr. Secretary, the subcommittee is very pleased to have you here 
this morining. We had hoped to have you just a little earlier, and 
that is the reason we called the subcommittee at 9:30 The extra 


and giving us the benefit of 


o 
~ 


sant. 


half hour spent seems to have been very worthwhile 
You have the people with vou whom you want? 
Secretary Benson. Yes 
Senator Smiru. Would you be seated? 


Secretary Benson. Thank you very kindly 


STATEMENT OF HON. EZRA TAFT BENSON, SECRETARY OF AGRI- 
CULTURE; ACCOMPANIED BY RALPH S. ROBERTS, DIRECTOR OF 
FINANCE; KARL D. LOOS, SOLICITOR; REED FRISHKNECHT, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY; AND JOHN THURSTON, OFFICE OF 
THE SECRETARY 


Secretary Benson. it has been a pleasure to hear the testimony of 
the other witnesses, and I am honored to follow the distinguished Sen- 
ators Aiken and Anderson, and Congressman Hope 

| appreciate the opportunity to meet with yout! committee in your 
study of the Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 transmitted to the 
Congress by the President, as a plan for the reorganization of the 
Department of Agriculture 

While this is a plan prepared by the Pres it and transmitted by 
him to the Congress, under the provisions 6 Reorganization Act 
of 1949, as amended, we in the Department of Agriculture have par- 
ticipated in its consideracion and drafting We accept the re sponsi- 
bility of supporting the plan. 

The plan you are now considering differs from plan No. 4 of 1950 
which was rejected by the Senate (5S. Res. 263), on May 19, 1950. 
| shall refer to these differences as I describe the plan 


adel 
i th 


I 


Le 


As soon as the President asked me to serve as Secretary of Aeri- 
culture, I began giving serious thought to the problems with which 
| would be confronted. One of the most important among these was 
that of administration of the Department it consisted of some 20 
agencies and about 55.000 full-time and 12.000 part-time employvet Ss 
I made an extended trip, not at Government expense, visiting all parts 
of the Nation and discussed this subject of administrative organiza- 
tion, together with many other matters, with farmers, farm leaders, 
processors and handlers of farm products and others interested in the 
welfare of agriculture. 

Some weeks before the inauguration a study of the organization and 
functions of the Department was undertaken by a committee estab- 
lished for that purpose It held conferences with farm organizations 
and others interested in agriculture, including Members of Congress, 
and worked with the President’s Advisory Committee on Government 

33461—53———-10 
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Reorga IZation The Interim Agricultur: Advisory Committ { 
ppointed by the President at my request on Decemb« 


farm lead 5 
) | 


ney also gave careful study to e matte 
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MEMORANDUM No. 1320, SupPLEMENT 1 








REVISED IMINISTRATIVE GROU PIN OF DEI RTMENT Af NCII 

Chis will supplement memorandum N 1320 issued Ja arv 21, 1953 

Further udvy of e orga i hand a ‘ e Lye ul el wit par 
ticular retfere e to the activill y foreig Lgl na ed f 
conclusion that these activities be p formed | i ioe ( le of and 
inconnected with al one of the operating groups heretofore established 

\ccordingly, there is hereby established the Foreign Ag tural Service, wit! 
a Director of Foreign Agricultural Service as its head \ll of the functions here 
tofore exercised by the Office of Foreig \gr utural Relatic are transferred to 
the Foreig Agricultural Service Che Office of Foreig \gricultural Relation 
ow assigned to the Research lex eCnsio!l and 1 { (ual ) Ss aisco nued 

All appropriations of the Office of Foreig ral Relations and suet 
personnel as may be designated by the Dire loreig \gricultural Service 
subject to the approval of the Secretary, will be transferred to the Foreign Agr 


cultural Service 
Ir. R. E. Short, who has been serving as Director of Agricultural Credit 


Services, is relieved of that assignment and is i:erel le mated as Director of 
Foreign Agricultural Service 

Mr. Robert L. Farrington, now serving as Cooperative Bank Commissioner 
the Farm Credit Administration, is hereby designated Acting Director of Agr 
cultural Credit Services. 

The foregoing changes will become effective immediately. <A revised chart of 
the organizational arrangement is attached 
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Secretary Benson. The present organization of the Department is 
shown by the chart attached to the memorandum of March 10, 1953 
An enlarged reproduction of that chart is displaved before you. 

Senator Smira. Can all the members see the chart? 

Senator DworsHak. Yes 

Secretary Benson. You will note that the programs and operations 
of the Department are divided among four major groups: 

Research, Extension and | and Use 
Commodity Marketing and Adjustment 
Foreign Agricultural Service 
Agricultural Credit Services 

The other two—-Departmental Administration and Office of th 
Solicitor—are “auxiliary agencies’? of the Department and exist for 
the purpose of servicing these major groups—the “line agencies” of 
the Department. All programs and activities conducted by the 
Department are thus presently assigned to one of these four majo1 
groups. 

| should like to comment briefly on the group designated as “Foreign 
Agricultural Service.’ Heretofore the work of the Department deal- 
ing with foreign trade and foreign agriculture has been handled 
through an Office of Foreign Agricultural Relations. This Office was 
originally assigned in the organization announced on January 21, 1953 
to the Research, Extension, and Land Use Group. <A special study of 
the subject was undertaken by my staff. In that work we had the 
benefit of the services of Mr. F. R. Wilcox, assistant general manager 
of Sunkist Growers (formerly known as California Fruit Growers 
Exchange) and a former employee of the Department, who came 
here at our request to assist us in this study 

We came to the conclusion that it is highly desirable to place much 
greater emphasis upon foreign trade matters. With the substantial 
surpluses accumulating in some of our important crops, it is of the 
utmost importance to find outlets in foreign markets. It is also of 
great importance to make a couse study and close observation 
of agricultural production and exports in foreign areas, in connection 
with our price support and other programs. These matters are of 
such tremendous importance that we concluded they must be handled 
through a major operating group whose primary function was to deal 
with these problems rather than through other agencies or groups 
which the subjects relating to foreign trade would tend to become 
incidental to their activities dealing with our own domestic agriculture 

This regrouping was not intended as a pes orga pursuant to 
the Reorganization Act of 1949. Rather it was a coordinating plan 
for grouping the various agencies of the Dep: irtment for purposes of 
more efficient supervision. Such action was dictated by sound prin- 
ciples of public administration. Its purpose was to prescribe clearly 
defined administrative channels for reporting to the Secretary, to 
reduce the number of people reporting directly to him, and to assure 
an adequate coordination and review of common problems within a 
given subject matter area. 

There was no transfer of functions from one ageney within the 
Department to another. All of the agencies continued to retain their 
status as separate agencies. However, the Agricultural Conservation 
Programs Branch of the Production and Marketing Administration 
was transferred from that Administration and set up as a separate 
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agency within the Research, Extension and Land Use Group. This 


was done for the purpose of more effectively coordinating the agri- 
cultural conservation program with the activities of othe agencies 
concerned th soil and water conservation and utilization 

\ pri pal purpose of Reorganization Plan No. 2 now before vou 
s to enable to make reasonable changes, from time to time, within 
hy s ral agencies including areas heretofore closed to Us, by 
ansfers of certain functions from one agency to another, bv consoli 
dation or merger of ageney units where practicable and by anv other 
meat hicl vill promote economy, eliminate duplication, and 
re! Il cy 

I: indamentally, the plan is an authorization to the Secretary of 
\ culture to make reasonable redistribution of funetior of the 
trol wencies, officers, and employ es of the Department to meet 
chat CONAGITIONS SO as to accomplish the rorecomeg objec tives 

LNSFER OF FUNCTIO rO THE SECRET 
Section 1 of the plan transfers to the Seeretarv of Agriculture 


with certain exceptions to he noted, all functions not now vested in 
him of all other officers and of all agencies and employees of the De 
partment of Agriculture 
There are presently in the Department some 20 agencies. Of these, 
one-half have been created in such manner that their funetions are 
vested in the Secretary and he has the present power to redistribute or 
delegate them 
The se agencies are: 
Acricultural Research Administration 
Production and Marketing Administration 
Commodity Exchange Authority 
Extension Service 
foreign Agricultural Service 
Office of Budget and Finance 
Office of Information 
Office of Personnel 
Office of Plant and Operations 
Library 
With respect to the other agencies covered by this plan, many 
functions are vested, by statute or by prior reorganization plans under 
earlier statutes, in the agency itself or in the head of some other officer 
of the agency. 
With respect to such functions the Secretary does not now have 
adequate authority of transfer, consolidation, or distribution. 
Such agencies include: 
Bureau of Agricultural Economics 
Forest Service 
Soil Conservation Service 
Farmers’ Home Administration 
Rural Electrification Administration 
Office of the Solicitor 
The remaining four agencies, Commodity Credit Corporation, 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation, Office of Hearing Examiners 
and Farm Credit Administration, are excepted from the plan. 
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This situation not only prevents s ich reassignments of functions as 
might be necessary to bring about greater econon and efficieneyv but 
it also raises questions as to the authority and responsibility of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, as head of the Department, to direct and 


control the agencies under his jurisdiction. By vesting functions in 
the Secretary, the plan will permit the establishment of clear lines of 


] 


authority and responsibility, an objective upon which the Hoover 
Commission placed great stress 


PLAN FOLLOWS BASI¢ HOOVER COMMISSION ECOMMENDATIONS 
The opening three paragraphs on the first pace of Hoover C'om 


mission's Report on General Management of the Executive Branch 
were: 


In this part of its report, the Coimmission on Organizat of the Executive 
Branch of the Govern ent dea ith 1 esse 1A ot ect ( rvar ation of the 
executive branch Without the essentials, a rs ( ve Organiza- 
tion and management are doomed to fa I 

Che President and under hi fl ( ( eutenants t Department head 
must be held responsible and ac untable e people a e Congress for the 


conduct of the executive branch 


Re onsibility and accountabillt are impossipie W nout autnority the power 
to direct The exercise of authorit iS Impossible wi ita eal ne of command 
from the top to the hottor and are e of re I ac i 


from the bottom to the ton 


The Commission stated that 
to ren edy this situation is the first and essential step in the search for efficienc 


and economy in the executive branch of the Federal Gover ri 


The same report included three specific recommendations, as 
follows: 
Recommendation No. 14 p. 34 


Under the President, the heads of departments must hold f responsibility for 
the conduct of their departments There must be a clear line of authority reach- 
ing down through every step of the organization and no subordinate should have 


authority independent from that of his superior 
Recommendation No. 18 (pp. 37-38 


Each department head should receive from the Congress administrative au 


thority to organize his department and to place him in control of its administratio1 


Recommendation No. 20 (p. 41 

We recommend that the department head should be given authority to deter 
mine the organization within his department 

In the Commission’s Report on the Department of Agriculture, 11 
referred to the first report on veneral management, from which the 
foregoing quotations are taken, as follows 

We have urged in our first report that the foundation of good departmental 
administration is that the Secretary shall have authority from the Congress to 
organize and control his organizatior 1at separate authorities to subordi- 
nates be eliminated. 

The proposed transfer of functions to the secretary of Agriculture 
is thus in substantial conformity with these basic recommendations 
of the Hoover Commission. 

The earlier President’s Committee on Administrative Management 
which reported in 1937 had reached similar conclusions. In the 
Report of the Committee, With Studies of Administrative Manage- 
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nent in the Federal Government, 1937 (p. 37), the following significant 
conclusion appears 


The work of reorganization is a continuing task growing out of and intimately 
related to the day-to-day work of the executive agencies. It is a task that cannot 

done once and for al It will require continuing attentior The assignment 
i the mult de of present activits to appropriate de partments Is not something 

ich can be carried out ruthlessly on a wholesale blueprint basis without doing 
erious dan eto the work and w out destroving executive responsibili is 
in other ( i f reorga is inherently execut I reter 
gna mM t ( rus 1 » the | ( 1 continul funeti 


EXCEPTIONS TO TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS 


transfer of functions to the Secreta These exceptions are set forth 


Reorganization Plan No. 2 provides certain exceptions to the 


in paragraph (b) of section 1. The functions of hearing examiners are 
excepted in accordance with the intent of the Administrative Pro- 
cedure Act This exception Is consistent with the status of hearme 
examiners in other depa: tments and agencies 
The corporations of the Di partment, together with their boards 
of directors and officers. ar excepted because they have a diiferent 
legal status than other constituent agencies of the Department. 
These corporations have ind ‘pende! { leval pe rsonaliti Ss and conduct 
business transactions in their own names. Their powers and functions 
ire specified by charters 
The corporations so excepted are 
Commodity Credit Corporation 
ederal ( rop Insurance Corporation 
Kederal Farm Mortgage Corporation 
There is also the specific exception of the Farm Credit Adminis- 
tration and any agency, officer, or entity of, under, or subject to the 
supervision of the said Administration. 
The exception of the entities supervised by it is for the same reasons 
which prompted the exe ption of the con porations of the Department. 
hese entities include: 
he banks for cooperatives (12 r cional and 1 central 


in number) 


) 


i‘} 

The Federal intermediate-credit banks (12 

The Federal land banks (12 in number 

The production-credit corporations (12 in number) 
The national farm-loan associations (1,164 in number 

The production-credit associations (499 in number). 

The Farm Credit Administration itself was excepted since it was 
anticipated at the time the plan was transmitted that general legisla- 
tion covering this field would be placed before the Congress at an 
early date 

This proposal has since been introduced by Senators Aiken and 
Kllender in the Senate as S. 1505 and by Congressman Hope in the 
House as H. R. 5335 The bill is one on which representatives of 
farm organizations have been collaborating for a considerable time. 
It seems inappropriate that the Farm Credit Administration should 
be included in the plan of reorganization when general legislation 
‘overing the entire subject is before the Congress for its consideration. 

The Farm Credit Administration and its funetions were transferred 
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to the Department of Agriculture by Reorganization Plan No. 1 
which became effective July 1, 1939. By reason of the exception, it 
is not intended that the plan under consideration will affect the present 
status of the Farm Credit Administration in the Department in any 
manner. This exception of the Farm Credit Administration is one 
respect in which the present plan differs from Plan No. 4 of 1950. 

The exceptions also include the Advisory Board of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. Since that Board is created for the purpose of 
giving advice to the Secretary from sources outside the Department, 
it would obviously be inappropriate to transfer its functions to the 
Secretary of Agriculture. 


PROVISION FOR DELEGATION OF FUNCTIONS 


Section 4 of Reorganization Plan No. 2 authorizes the Secretary of 
Agriculture from time to time to make such provision as he shall 
deem appropriate authorizing the performance by any other officer, 
or by any agency or employee of the Department of Agriculture of any 
function the Secretary, including any function transferred to him by 
the provisions of this reorganization plan 

This provision, together with the transfer to the Secretary of fune- 
tions not now vested in him, gives him authority to redistribute the 
functions vested in the Secretary according to sound principles of 
public administration 

This section would permit the Secretary to delegate functions now 
exercised by the Judicial Officer of the Department under the Schwel- 
lenbach Act without regard to the restrictions of the act. However, 
the Schwellenbach Act 1s merely an authority to delegate functions, 
and the plan therefore does not affect the fundamental nature of the 
functions of the Judicial Officer since they are not now in him by any 
authority independent of the Secretary’s delegation 

The authority conferred upon the Secretary of Agriculture by 
plan No. 2 of 1953 is substantially the same as that conferred upon the 
heads of other departments by reorganization plans which have here- 
tofore become effective under the Reorganization Act of 1949. Such 
plans include those for the Post Office Department (plan No. 3 of 
1949), the Department of Justice (plan No. 2 of 1950), the Interior 
Department (plan No. 3 of 1950), the Department of Commerce 

plan No. 5 of 1950), the Department of Labor (plan No. 6 of 1950 
and the Treasury Department (plan No. 26 of 1950 

It would seem the Department of Agriculture should be accorded 
the same opportunities to provide for effective control and efficient 
administration that have been granted by the Congress to these other 
executive departments. 

| have attached as appendix A to my statement a copy of section 
| (a) (Transfer of functions to the Secretary) and section 4 (a) (Dele- 
gation of functions) of the pending plan and the corresponding provi- 
sions in the six other plans now effective. The committee may wish 
to include this in the record; perhaps it is already a part of your record. 

Senator SmirnH. Without objection, it will be included in the record, 
at the conclusion of your prepared statement. 

Secretary Benson. Thank you. 
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PUBLIC CONSIDERATION OF MAJOR CHANGES 


Secretary Benson. The authority provided in the present plan for 
redistribution of functions is subject to express Ss The 
first qualification provides, to the extent deemed practicable by thi 
secretary, for public notice and opportunity for inte rested pers sons and 


groups to present their views with respect to any major changes in 


the assignment of functions which may be made pursuant to the 
authority conferred by the pli in 

In discussing this matter we have repeatedly stated that it is our 
on to consult with members of Congress and with the farm 
organizations and o her interested FTOUpS We do not expect Lo 
make any major changes in organization without full consultation 
ana idly c¢ 

To give assurance that this intention will be followed, the present 
plan provides in section 4 (b) that in case of any proposed major 
change, appropriate advance public notice shall be viven, to the extent 
deemed practicable, and interested persons and groups shall be 
afforded appropriate opportunity to place before the Department then 
views with respect to the proposed redistribution of functions 

[t is not intended by this provision that redistributions of functions 
shall be accompanied by formal rulemaking procedure. For example, 
it is not contemplated that such notices would be published in the 
Federal Register. But it is contemplated that full publicity would 
be given to the matter through press releases and through direct 
notification to major farm organizations. It would also be our pur- 
pose to advise and consult with the appropriate committees of Con 
gress and leaders in agriculture. 

By these means we would insure full consideration of every major 
move pursuant to the plan. It is recognized that in some cases 
there may be substantial difference of opinion regarding a particular 
step to be taken. We would expect to develop and receive a full 
expression of views on all sides of any such controversy. Pending 
such consideration of any subject, we intend to keep an open mind 
and avoid reaching any definite conclusions. 

Therefore, we cannot attempt to anticipate at this time what the 
final decisions in respect to any particular phase of the Department’s 
activities may be. Those provisions for notice and opportunity for 
submission of views were not contained in plan No. 4 of 1950. 

A further qualification of the authority of the Secretary to redis- 
tribute functions is contained in section 4 (c) of the plan. This 
provision states three specific objectives intended to be accomplished 
under the plan. 

It provides in substance: 

. the Secretary shall 
1) seek to simplify and make efficient the operations of the Department 
of Agriculture; 

2) seek to place the administration of farm programs close to the State 
and local levels 


3) seek to adapt the administration of the programs of the Department 
to regional, State, and local conditions. 
These requirements point the direction that any changes made 
pursuant to the plan must take. They constitute additional dif- 
ferences between the present plan and plan No. 4 of 1950. 
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Section 5 of the plan authorizes transfers of records, property and 
personnel and unexpended balances of appropriations and other funds 
in connection with the transfer of any functions which may be made 
within the Department. This section includes a specific requirement 
that any unexpended balances so transferred shall be used only for 
the purpose for which such appropriation was originally made. 

Section 4 (4) of the Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended, 
contains a similar requirement and this limitation upon expenditures 
of appropriations is doubtless applicable to any plan transmitted 
pursuant to the act 

However, the express statement of the requirement mn the plan 
itself adds emphasis and should give assurance that appropriations 
will not be diverted from their original purposes. 

Plan No. 4 of 1950 did not contain a limitation of this character 
and a substantial part of the eriticism directed against it was occ¢a- 
sioned by the failure to include in the plan such an express limitation 

If 1 may, I should like to summarize these major differences at 
this point The major ones are 

First, the present plan does not transfer to the Secretary of Agri- 
culture the functions and agencies of the Farm Credit Administration 
which were transferred to the Secretary under plan No. 4. 

Secondly, provision for notice and opportunity for presentation of 
views is how included in the present plan, requiring public RO tie? of 
major changes with opportunity to interested persons and groups for 
presentation of their views. There was no such provision in plan No. 4. 

Third, the directions with respect to the redelegation of functions 
In the present plan, in any redistribution of functions, the Secretary 
shall seek to simplify and make efficient any operations, seek to place 
the administration of farm programs close to the State and local levels, 
and seek to adapt the administration of programs to regional, State, 
and local conditions. ‘There were no such provisions in plan No. 4 of 
1950. 

The fourth major difference is the limitation on transfers of appro 
priations. Under the present plan, any unexpended balances of 
appropriations transferred shall be used only for the purposes for 
which such appropriation was originally made by the Congress n 
plan No. 4 of 1950, there was no provision in the plan, although the 
Reorganization Act imposed such limitation. 


ABOLITION OF FUNCTIONS NOT AUTHORIZED 


It has been suggested by some that if the pending plan becomes 
effective, the Secretary would be authorized to abolish in whole or in 
part any function of the Department and thereby frustrate the will of 
Coneress. 


As the chairman said at the hearing on May 13, no such authority 


is contained in the present plan. A function may be transferred from 
one agency to another and provision for the performance of the fune- 
tion by some other officer or emplovee may be made. But no function 


can be abolished in whole or in part. 
It is true that a plan under the Reorganization Act of 1949 ma 
authorize the abolition of functions. Section 3 of the act refers to 


\ 


2) the abolition of all or any part of the functions of anv agenev. 
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Section 8 defines the term “reorganization”? as meaning 


any ransfer, consolidatio coordinati authorization, or abolition, referred to 


in section 3 
So it would be possible to include in a plan of reorganization provision 
for the abolition of some function of a department 

However, this plan does not contain any such provision. ‘This 
particular portio 1 of the statutory authority is not used in any way 
in the pending ; lan 

Ifa provision for abolition of a function 1s contained in a reorganiza 


tion plan, section 38 of the act requires 





Che President in his message transmitting a re¢ ion pla hall specify 
with respec O eA tbolition of a fur ion } he plan the statutors 
authority for the exercise of such function 


The message transmitting plan No. 2 of 1953 does not contain any 
reference whatever to the abolition of any function. 


‘herefore, it is clear that this reorganization plan does not give 
the Secretary or anvone else in the Department of Agriculture an 
new or enlarged discretion with respect to what functions must be 
performed. All that is given the Secretary is some additional di 
cretion mM choosin y tools byw hic 1} the { inctio Is pres ribe I by (‘ons ress 

1 e 1 7 “ 7 . ; 
will be performed No present function of the Department can be 
abolished In) whole or in part pursuant to a authori Con he 


this plan 
IMPROVEMENTS THROUGH REORGANIZATION 


Carefi | study ot the problen has convineed us that the procedure 


contemplated by the present plan is the most yt cticable way to bring 
about improved organization of the Devartment 

On January 1, 1953, there were 55,586 full-time and 11,820 part- 
time employees on the payroll of the Department of Agriculture. In 
addition, we have estimated that there are some 112,000 other persons 
participating in the committee svstems provided for the various 
departmental programs. 

It would hardly be practicable to provide for the organization of 
such a large department in any single order or other document As 
the President’s Committee on Administrative Management pointed 


out in 1937, on page 37 of the study already noted: 


he wor f reorganization is a continuing ta growl tof and intimat 
related to the day-t la VOrk OF the executive agen | 1 tas \ 
be done once and for all It will require continuing attention ' In ene 
instance the reorganization of the work will re ire carel researeh as to funeti 
processes, objects, and personnel, and the arrangements in each particular ¢ 
Wilt require not only advance con ideration but experim ital adju tn 


Thus, the reorganization of a department such as this must be a 
continuing program. 

Kach step must be taken as the need arises. That is the reorganiza- 
tion procedure provided by Reorganization Pian No. 2. Under it we 
are confident that we can bring about improved and efficient operation 
of the Department, elimination of duplication and more economical 
operation. 

It is impossible at this time to give any detailed estimates of the 
amounts of savings that may be accomplished or of specific areas in 
which economy can be effected. But we are certain that savings will 
be accomplished without diminishing services to farmers; and that 
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the savings will be greater under a procedure for reorganization 
pursuant to the present plan than could be accomplished without it. 

As an illustration of the character of savings which we expect to 
achieve we may mention some that have already been effected under 
existing authority. These savings, of course, may not materialize to 
the exact dollar; and I should not like to have you regard them as 
final accomplishments. They have been reflected in revised budget 
estimates for fiscal 1954. 

Two commodity offices of the Production and Marketing Adminis- 
tration are being closed and the workload is being dispersed among the 
remaining offices. It is estimated that annual savings will approximate 
$559,000, beginning with the fiscal year 1954. 

The Soil Conservation Service has recently completed certain major 

valinements of its functions for the purpose of improving efficiency 
of operation. The position of district conservationist has been 
abolished and the position of area conservationist established with 
certain fundamental differences in the character of the job. By 
enlarging the geographical scope of the job and decreasing the numbe 
of positions, there has been a reduction from 572 to 339 man-years, 
making a saving of positions t totaling approxime itely 233 man-years 
These are now being used for direct technical assistance to farmers and 
ranchers, thus getting greater conservation work on the land for each 
dollar e xpe nded. 

The PMA State and county committeemen are be Ing placed on a 
when-actually-employed — with a limit on total time to be worked 


by committeemen. The operation of each State office will be directed 
by an administrative officer under policies determined by the State 
committee. Each county office is to be operated by a county office 


manager under policies determined by the county committee. 

Savings due to the elimination of full-time employment of com- 
mitteemen are estimated to approximate $625,000 on an annual 
basis. 

The responsibility for the flood prevention and river basin programs 
has been transferred to the Soil Conservation Service. This transfe1 
was announced effective April 1, 1953, by Department Memorandut 
No. 1325. It is believed that the annual savings resulting from this 
change will approximate $120,000. 

All staff activities related to responsibilities delegated to the Pro 
duction and Marketing Administration under the Defense Product 
Act of 1950, as amended, are being combined into one organizational 


LOn 


unit and the staff is being reduced. It is estimated that this will 
result in savings of $325,000 on an annual basis 

The field offices for service activities of Production and Marke ting 
Administration are being reduced from 5 to 3 Several small program 
offices are being closed. It is estimated that these changes will 


result in savings of about $260,000 on an annual basis. 


PROVISION FOR ADDITIONAL ASSISTANT SECRETARIES 


Sections 2 and 3 of the plan call for two additional Assistant See- 
retaries of Agriculture and one Administra fave Assistant Secretary. 
While these will be new positions and new titles, they do not represent 
an actual increase of personnel. It is « “i ted that one of the Assist- 
ant Secretaries will serve as head of the Commodity Marketing and 
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\djustment Group. The present head of that group new receives 
a salary of $14,800 asa member of the Board of Directors and President 
ot Commodity Credit Corporation; his salary as an Assistant Secretary 
would be SL5.000. only S200 more 

It is anti ipated that the other Assistant Seer tary will also serve 
as Director of Foreign Agricultural Service. The salary for that 
position is $14,800, compared with $15,000 for an Assistant Secretary 


| : ‘ 
another merease of $200 


} 


The Administrative Assistant Secretary would serve as head 


1) partmental \dmunistration Group he Director of that Group 
now receives $11,300. The salary of the Administrative Assistant 


secretary woul | be S14.S00;: this is anincrease of $3 500 


Mhus, there is a total inerease in salaries involved of only $3,900 for 


those 3 pe itions Llowever, that does not mean that the re Wo ild he 


) 
Ove} ill mecrease of this amount m the cost of maintamime the 


immediate Office of the Secretary Changes have been made in the 


personne 


( mploves 


of the Seeretaryv’s Office and both the number of persons 
land the annual appropriation will be less under the revised 
budget for 1954 than under the 1953 budget 

The oceasion for the proposed Assistant Secretaries is to give the 


‘responsibilities. With the wide range of activities in which 
-* 


ment is engaged, it 1 impossibl. r the meecretaryvy to 


these administrative groups a title and rank commensurate 


S Ipervision and control of all of them. He needs the 


sistant Secretaries to share with him these supervisory responsi 


bilities With the addition of e 2 Assistant ‘cretaries proposed 


pl t 


by the lan, there will be an ~ int secretal ac the 


major operating groups: 
Research, Extension and Land Use 
Commodity Marketing and Adjustment 
Foreion Agricultural Service 
tor the fourth major operating group, Agricultural Credit Services, 
it is beheved a head with the title ol Directo will be adequate 
The Department of Agriculture is the only Department which has 
but one Assistant Secretary. In addition to at least 1 Under Secre- 
tarv, other civilian departments have 2 to 8 Assistant Secretaries, 
the average number being 4. In 6 of the 8 other civilian departments, 
there is also either an Administrative Assistant secretary or (in the 
Department of State) an Under Secretary for Administration. 


THE SECRET ARY’S OBLIGATION TO WORK WITH THE CONGRESS 


I should like to refer briefly to some of the underlving prine ple SO! 
legislative relationships that are inherent in this plan 

ne the interest which the Congress has in the organization 

and administration of the Department of Agriculture, it would be my 

purpose, as previously stated, to advise and consult with the appropri- 

ate committees of the Congress before any major organization changes 


mad \s suggested by the chairman at the hearing on May 13 
arines, p. 73), this would be the obligation imposed on any Secre- 
of Agriculture by section 4(b 1 understand this has been the 


practice in the past, and | believe it is a sound and desirable one. In 
mv talk before the Graduate School of the Department on April 30 
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on the subject of legislative-executive relationships, I stated as one of 
the principles and practices of the Department 


We shall respect the right of the Congress to know what Department. is 
doing at any time We shall remember that the Congress not only interested 
in receiving reports of our stewardship; it is entitled to ther and in t ' to act 
upon them. To this end we shall weleome constant and full consultation wit} 
the Congress. 

I would like to interpolate here, Madam Chairman, if I may, that 
it will ever be my purpose and the purpose of my staff not to interfere 
with the prerogatives of the Congress, but to defend them, and to see 
that the purposes and the obje ctives of the Congress in any legislations 
pertaining to agriculture are fully carried out. 

\s I mentioned, the regrouping which was made shortly efter I 
entered office was discussed with a number of Members of Congress 

It is hardly conceivable that a major change in organization would 
be made by any Secretary of Agriculture if the Congress were strongly 
opposed to it. The executive and the legislative branches must live 
together, and it would hardly be possible for the Secretary to direct 
successfully a type of organization with which the Congress was not in 
sympathy. 

While I want to meet the necessary and legitimate interests of the 
Congress in this matter, | think we must recognize that the head of any 
organization must be able to make changes and adjustments in it if 
he is to do an efficient job of administration. Congress determines the 
programs of the Government, but the organizational means of carrying 
them into effect I believe should be vested in the Executive, subject to 
the rule of keeping the Congress informed and obtai r its views and 
suggestions on organization changes 

As a practical matter, it is hardly feasible to effect all organizational! 
changes through legislation or through reorganization plans. The 
reorganization of a department such as this must be a continuing 
process, designed to insure that we have the best possible organiza 
tional structure to execute the agricultural programs which the Con 
eress has enacted. When needed changes cannot be mac promptly, 
the cumulative total of those problems as time goes on tends se riously 
to weaken the administration of the Department 

Even if it were possible to agree on legislation regarding the organi- 
zation of the Department, the law would soon be out of adjustment 
because of changes in our programs or in the needs which they are 
designed to serve. 

I want to cooperate wholeheartedly with the Congress, to keep its 
Members posted and to receive the advice and help which they can 
give. Inmy judgment it will greatly facilitate the ability of the Seere- 
tary to carry out such cooper ition and to accom y lish the ob yyectives 
determined upon by the Congress, if he is given greater discretion in 
the selection of tools with which to work. Unless this plan or some 
similar arrangement is approved, 1 have grave doubts that we can 
insure the efficient and economical management of the Department 
which Congress expects and to which 8 Nation is entitled 

May I say, in conclusion, that if the Congress sees fit to approve this 
plan we will try to use the authority whet) as asacred trust. We are 
not interested in building an empire. We are anxious and determined 
to make the great Department of Agriculture a more effective and 
efficient service unit for the agricultural industry and all of our 
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people We are convinced that this can be accomplished with a 
substantial saving to the taxpayer while improving the quality of the 
service We stand ready to accept such a challenge. 


APPENDIX A 


REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 19583—DEPARTMENT OIF 
AGRICULTURI 


AvuTHoRITy SimitaR TO THat IN EFFECTIVE PLANS FOR OTHER DEPARTMENTS 

“he transfer of functions to the Secretary and the provision for performance 
of functio through other officers, agencies, and employees contained in sections 
1 (a) and 4 (a) of the pending plan (No. 2 of 1953) are similar to reorganization 
plans now in effect for: 
Post Office Department plan No. 3 of 1949 
Department of Justice (plan No. 2 of 1950 
Interior Department (plan No. 3 of 1950 
Department of Commerce (plan No. 5 of 1950 
Department of Labor (plan No. 6 of 1950 

Treasury Department (plan No. 26 of 1950) 

The qualifications on delegation of powers contained in sections 4 (b) and (e) of 
the pending plan for the Department of Agriculture do not appear in the plans 
now effective in the other departments 

In the following paragraphs the provisions of sections 1 (a) and 


) 
) 


t (a) of plan 
No. 2 of 1953 are compared with corresponding provisions of the effective plans 


listed above. 


TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS TO SECRETARY AND CONTINUING AUTHORITY TO 
DELEGATE FUNCTIONS 


Plan No. 2 of 1958 


SecrTion 1 Transfer of functions to the Secretary a Subject to the exes p- 
tions specified in subsection (b) of this section, there are hereby transferred to the 
Secretary of Agriculture all functions not now vested in him of all other officers, 
and of all agencies and employees, of the Department of Agriculture. 

+ * * + * * *x 
Sec. 4. Delegation of functions a) The Secretary of Agriculture may from 


time to *:me make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate authorizing the 


performance by any other officer, or by any agency or employee, of the Department 
of Agriculture of any function of the Secretary, including any function transferred 
to the Secretary by the provisions of this reorganization plan, 
Plan No. 3 of 1949—Post O fice 
Section 1. Functions of the Postmaster General a) There are hereby trans 


ferred to the Postmaster General the functions of all subordinate officers and 
agencies of the Post Office Department, including the functions of each Assistant 
Postmaster General, the Purchasing Agent for the Post Office Department, the 
Comptroller, and the Bureau of Accounts. b) The Postmaster General is 
hereby authorized to delegate to any officer, employee, or agency of the Post 
Office Department designated by him such of his functions as he deems appro- 
priate. 
Plan No. 2 of 1950— J ustice 


SecTrion 1. Transfer of functions to the Attorney Gene al. 


, a) Except as other- 
wise provided in subsection (b) of this section, there are hereby transferred to 
the Attorney General all functions of all other officers of the Department of Justice 
and all functions of all agencies and employees of such Department. 

* * * * * x * 


Sec. 2. Performance of functions of the Attorney General.— The Attorney General 
may from time to time make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate author- 
izing the performance by any other officer, or by any agency or employee, of the 
Department of Justice of any function of the Attorney General, including any 
function transferred to the Attorney General by the provisions of this reorganiza- 
tion plan. 


rekon 
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SECTION 1. Transfer of function to the Secretar a) Except as otherwise 
provided in subsection (b) of this section, there are hereby transferred to the 
Secretary of the Interior all functions of all other officers of the Department of 
the Interior and all functions of all agencies and employees of such Department. 

* K m he x « * 
Sec. 2. Performance of functions of Secretar The Secretary of the Interior 


may from time to time make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate author- 


izing the performance by any other officer, or by any agency or employee, of the 
Department of the Interior of any function of the Secretary, including any 
function transferred to the Secretary by the provisions of this reorganization 
plan. 


Plan No. 6 of 1950 Commerce 


Section 1. Transfer of functions to tl Secretary. a) Except as otherwise 
provided in subsection I of this section, there are hereby transferred to the 
Secretary of Commerce all functions of all other officers of the Department of 


Commerce and all functions of all agencies and employees of such Department. 


A” * i k * « * 

Sec. 2. Performance of tions of Secretary The Secretary of Commerce may, 
from time to time, make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate authorizing 
the performance by any other officer, or by any ageney or employee, of the Depart- 
ment of Commerce of any function of the Secretary, including any function trans- 


ferred to the Secretary by the provisions of this reorganization plan, 


Section 1. Transfer of function to the Secretary a Exeept as otherwise 
provided in subsection (b) of this seetion, there are hereby transferred to the 
Secretary of Labor all functions of all other officers of the Department of Labor 
and all functions of all agencies and employees of such Department 


Sec. 2. Performance of functions of Secretary Che Seeretarv of Labor may 
from time to time make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate authorizing 
the performance by any other officer, or by any agency or emplovee, of the Depart- 
ment of Labor of any function of e Secretary, including ar function transferred 


to the Secretary by the provisions of this reorganization plar 
° I 


Section 1. Transfer of functions to the S ta a xcept as otherwise 
provided in subsection b) of this seetion. and s ibjee to the provisions of sub- 
section (c) of this section, there are hereby transferred to the Secretary of the 
Treasury all functions of all other officers of the Department of the Treasury and 
all functions of all agencies and employees of such Department 


(Not! Sec. 1 (c) contains a limitation applicable to the Coast Guard 

Sec. 2. Performance of functions of Secretary The Secretary of the Treasury 
may from time to time make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate author- 
izing the performance by any other officer, or by any agency or employee, of the 
Department of the Treasury of any function of the Secretary, including any fune- 


tion transferred to the Secretary by the provisions of this reorganization plan 


Senator SmirH. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

We appreciate having your statement and views on this plan before 
us. 

Senator Dworshak? 

Senator DworsHak. I have just a few comments and questions, 

Mr. Secretary, 1 want to compliment you on the forthright, 
thorough manner in which you have presented the views which you 
have in mind, or which have actuated you in presenting this reorganiza- 
tion plan. It is quite difficult to ask any questions because it seems 
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ome you have met most, if not all of the objections, which have been 
raised by opponents of your measure 

| think that you have made it very clear that you intend to confer 
with Congress, to consult with committees, and that you have no 
intention of undertaking any changes which will not have the full 
approval of the legislative branch. And if you proceed upon that 
basis and follow that procedure at all time, | am sure that you will 
have little difficulty in getting the approval which is so essential of the 
(‘onveress 

Secretary Benson. Thank vou 

Senator Dwors! K | notice on page tf of vour statement that you 
point out that your major objective is to promote economy, eliminate 
dupli ation, and increase efficiency 

While vou have been on the job only about 4 months, | presume 
that Vo! 
ffi 


i have already ascertained that in addition to retting greater 
ciency, vou have concluded that there are many instances of 
cl iplication and overlapping and inefficiency, so that vou can reduce 
personnel, I have always been interested in trying to reduce per- 
sonnel, because it seems to me that we have far too many employees 

n practically every branch of the executive departments. 
Car vou laborate anv on what vou have found concerning per- 
lin your Department? Have you cut down much so far? Do 


you have in mind any material reductions in the immedia 


te future? 
Secretary Benson. 1 mentioned a few specific examples, Senator 
Dwors! uk Ther are others ol Cours We are moving slowly On it 
ng each step very carefully. We do not anticipate any radical 
mmediate changes We are yong to continue to study the whole 
plan and make changes as we feel justified 
As we pre sented our budget, the 1954 budget, we indicated a reduce 
tion of 1,088 employees under the 1954 budget. We feel that is a good 
beginni ; Howeve1 we feel that we can go further than that as we 


come bette r nec uainted with the operation of the various units of 


| Dey ment 
1 : . ; ‘ 
We have no desire, of course, to cut down any important service 
or essential service. We look at the Department as a great service 


TEANIZATIOI to agriculture and to the country. supported D\ the 


nator DworsHak. I am sure you are not going to encounter any 
opposition on the part of farm groups or those who receive service 
from your Department if you attempt to reduce personnel, if you 
maintain a high morale I think that in most cases, the employees 
realize that they must have worthwhile functions to perform or they 
cannot justify their employment on the Federal payroll, and I am 
sure you have that in mind as you attempt to get greater efficiency 
Al d eCPCONOMY 
Secretary Benson. Yes; we do, Senator There has been some 
comment and some criticism, I believe, of Production and Marketing 
\dministration Memorandum 101, which pertains to PMA commit- 
tees. I would like to make very clear what we had in mind. (See 
ppendix B, p. 211.) 
This memorandum, which no doubt some members of the com- 
mittee have seen, is a rather simple memorandum. It gives formal 
cognition to the grassroots experience gained by State and county 
ymmittees over the past 20 years that they have been in operation, 


a 
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and it attempts to standardize the entire administrative structure of 
the farmer committee system in the light of experienc {nd [ am 
very much in favor of the farmer committee system 

As an old county agent, I know how much it means to have a 


solid committee of farmers at your side to consult with vou 


in substance, the memorandum I referré to will eparate the 
policy-forming and policy-executing functions of the State and ceunty 
committees The former functions will bi sted in the State and 
county committees, respectively, as in the past, tl latter lunction 
in the State executive officers and county office mana 's. 

These State and countv comn tees will retain | respon ibility 
ior administration LN) hei J spective wren of pro wih Ope rations as 
they have in the past The larmer-committee exp ( haies ted 
at th time Memorandum {f Vas . a S that better administra 
tion results if the poliev-forming functions are vested it ymmittes 
nna thre policy CX ti funetions a del rated toa i me ad! LIS 
trative offieer who operates u he directo yt Ul ommiuttee and 
is hired by them 

In 23 States the pDractle of usu a full-time \ ! ¢ administra 
tive officer was already in operation In th remainil Zo otate 
there were 14 in which the State PMTA chairman or other State 
mitteeman performed full time the functions of admi trative off 
In the other 11 State all members ot the State PM \ com! { é 
served full tum Th indicates that 25 admunistratiy olhicers ill 
have to be appointed, It will Likewise be well to understand that 
11 States had both a full-time administrative officer and a chairman 
of the State PMA committee serving full time 

We expect, through this chang to make n Itial Savi of 
$125,000 annually at the State level. At th vunty level, onl 
Ls percent of the committ men will be iffected the othe 
S7 pereent have been serving but part tim Be most oun 
officers have had f -tiy chief clerk admunistrati officer Ol 
olfice manag rs, we xpect this move Oo save 1n | 1 hborl ood ol 


$500,000 at the county level 

So this tends to make it uniform, to separate the pol evmaking trom 
the executive direction, but there is no intention at all to weaken 
the committees, but to strengthen them We feel that we will rel 
probably better qualified farmers to serve on the committees. Many 


of them have refused to serve in the past beeause thev could not 


| 


afford to give up their own operations to serve full time on a county 
committee, but they will come in and serve for a few days and help 
direct the program and help direct the activities of the full-time 
officer who serves as their executive officer in carrying out the policies. 

Senator DworsHak. You are actually trying to bring the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture closer to the farmer level? 

Secretary 3 ENSON | ao not belie ve that we can ay ne it too close, 
Senator. The closer the better 

Senator DworsHak. Thank you. 

Senator Smrru. Congressman Hope, do you feel that you have to 
leave? 

Congressman Hopt Yes, I am Sorry. [ do have an appointment 
I have to keep 

Senator Smita. Would you like to ask the Secretary any questions 
before you leave? 
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Mr. Horr. No, I think not. Thank you very much 
Senator SMITH. Senator Humphrey? 
Senator Humpurey. Madam Chairma first of all I want to make 


it verv clear that | have re erved my position on the reorganization 


plan In general prineipl | favor reorganization \lv desire is to 
seek information, and as a result of communications and information 
that I have received, I feel it is necessar to get clarification I believe 
the My ( } ( healnf ta ) | 

a fa, { Ry rSon [ee Y hall bye ( } pp . = tor 

~ int 1] { ! | | if ) ! ymenda 
tions ¢ Hoover Cor ( nd I think I cooy | pretty 
well ! hese eo } { y| | ] the Con S 

Now, Mr. Seer rh res emplovees \{Ir. Davis 
Il te he } ( in ty Corpor m; is that 
oor 9 

Sei Benson. Y that ( 

Si liuupn \] 1) { t th me th ormer 
l t ‘Truma ym Reorga n Plan No. 4 to 
C\ ( 195i Now, I re the limited differ s that 
( hie ) ! i NH ( ted them h as the 
Farm ¢ t Adn tratio n of heari 

I will just note that under section 4 (b), in the case of any propo ed 
major chat oe appropriate advances publi notice hall be given, and 


then the qualifying phrase, ‘“‘to the extent deemed practicable 
The Secretary therefore 


concerned; is that correct? 


1as discretion insofar as these hearings are 
Secretary Benson. Yes; 1 would assume that is correct, Senator 

Senator Humrpnrey. Now, Mr. Davis testified at that time as the 
executive secretary of the National Council of Farmer Cooperatives, 


and here is what he had to say 


We feel that it leaves too n ypen to discret and too much lat de for 
‘ 1 : a . 

\ { { 1 ( re Or it 8) i 1 ite 
f Ihe f i ( rther t era irs 

not definitely crystallized There are various plans up for discussion, and it 
eems to us that it is very difficult and unwise to trv to organize the Department 
until we know what kind of farm plan the Department is to carry out 

Reorganization should be geared to the evolving fa m poles We feel further 
that Congress should a in resp DOiuitv tor ia ng out the general outine 
of organization at the time Congre avs out the ge ral outline of basic farm 


I just note here that this was after the passage of the amendments 
in 1949, the amendments to the basic farm law. 
Mr. Davis continues: 





It ems to us that it is going to b ery difficult for anv Secretary of Agriculture, 
and t no reflection upon ar particular Secretary of Agriculture, to build 
and put into effect from within the Department the outline of a sound reorganiza- 

That ll er re m why ( K that the general pattern, the overall 
| rid d ( We think that the task of organ- 
j or reorganizing the Department o basic to the welfare of the farmers 
and so much a part of the overall farm policy that that job ought to be done by 
the ( r 


If I were Secretary 
said Mr. Davis 


I certainly would prefer to have Congress outline the organization structure, 
rather t! 





attempt to do 1t mysell. 





REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 161 

Now, Mr. Davis was a very convincing witness, Mr. Secretary. 
He convinced the majority, he along with others, a majority of the 
Senate of the United States. What is it that has transpire d between 
the time that Mr. Davis testified and now which has changed Mr. 
Davis’ point of view or which has changed the Department’s point 
of view? 

Secretary Benson. Senator, in the first place, [ was not here on 
the sceae, of course, when those hearings were held before. I have 
not read the hearings. 1 did glance through them at one time, but 
I have not studied them and read them. Iam sure I am not in a 
position to say what was in Mr. Davis’ mind when he made his 
statement here before 

On the other hand, I do feel that all the members of my staff are 
in svmpathy with the statement which I made this morning. We 
have had some discussion of it, and several members of the staff 
have participated in some discussion of it with the National Agricul- 
tural Advisory Committee which the President appointed, and also 
with some Members of Congress. 


So I believe that we are in agreement Mii Davis, of course, 
may have changed his mind. Apparently he has. Apparently a lot 
of people have. And | presume that is one of o Ir privy ileves. 


Senator Humpurey. That is correct 

Secretary Benson. I do thin 
was not in existence then. 

In the first place, we are using, to an unusual degree, I believe, 
advisory committees from the grassroots, and then we have the 
bipartisan National Agricultural Ad¢tisory Committee appointed by 
the President which has been serving the Secretary, and | might say 
very effectively and very helpfully. That committee devoted a full 
day and almost a night to this plan which we are now considering, 
and approved the plan unanimously. As I said, it is a bipartisan 
committee of agricultural leaders, and I feel that that is a safeguard 
to the secretary. No doubt that has influenced Mr. Davis. 

Then he has also served on a committee established before I took 
office that gave further study to this whole question. And I do not 
know but what some further study may have had something to do 
with it. 

But further than that, I think I cannot go in analyzing the reasons 
why he has changed his position. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Secretary, I read your testimony—l have 
it here—before the House Committee on Appropriations of the 83d 
Congress, page 856. I believe Mr. H. Carl Andersen, Congressman 
from my home State, was the chairman of that subcommittee that 
received your testimony. There you noticed that, as you pointed out 
here, a great deal of study went into this plan. I have made note from 
your testimony here that several advance committees worked on it, 
that your National Agricultural Advisory Committee spent, as you 
pointed out, a full day and most of the night studying it, and that it 
was studied by the President’s Reorganization Committee and was 
reviewed by the Bureau of the Budget and finally discussed by the 
Cabinet itself. 

I believe that is the record of your testimony. 

Secretary Benson. | think that is correct. 

Senator Humpurey. Now, you indicate, therefore, that a great deal 
of time and study went into it. 





< that there is a safeguard now which 








162 ,EORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 19538 


Am | to understand that in all of that discussion and study, you 


st came to the same conclusion that President Truman did in 1950, 
hat the Secretary should have had ereater authority or did you get 
Into « is 

Secretary B ) We did no t into a lot of detail, Senator We 

1, OL CO that this must be a continuing study am sure you 
eco that 

Senator HumMpPHRE) I recognize that 


Seeretarv Benson. As the President’s Committee did way back in 


937 Krom an administrative standpoint, it must be a continuing 
thu \\ Hea discussed some deta Is Weha ( some details under 
av at ti present time But | think it is gone to be a gradual 
proces anv cha s that at mace i do not have in mind anvthing 
( hutionary 1 the immediate future at all 
) tLUMPHREY Is it true that the Advisory Committees have 
tage som eneral outlines o1 detailed plans for the 
s ry BENSO No, that is not truc We have had a number of 
i imittees In, as vou know 
S 1] 1 Yes 
Sor ,ENSO Chevy have dealt largely with the surplus an 
! ( ppo { oblems more than wit ,orgvanization How 
t! have been som rv definite recommendations made with 
rch, as an exampth 
(nd from the study we have made of that particular problem, wi 
fee! p obably that the intent of Congress, when the Agricultural 
Viark i Act of 1946 was passed is not beme carried out We 
| der way along that line now in an effort more clearly 
Lt Carry 11 What w ie lewe Wi thre Intent of C‘oneress and what 
\lembers of Congress have indicated to us was their intention when 
that act was passed 
Senator Humpari \Ir. Secretary, [ ask you this question because 


[ recall at another hearing on the Department of Health, Welfare, 
ind Kdueation, | asked a number of witnesses as to whether or not 
job description had ever been drawn up for a particular position 


of assistant secretary pertaining to health. I was told several times 
that no such job deseription had been drawn up. I was told that 
he was no prepared documentation 


| regret to Say that at about 4 o’clock in the afternoon, a member 


of tl house of delegates of the medical association, a gentlemaa 
that I knew, was kind enough to present me with a mimeographed 
heet which had a job dk scription upon it I took a little exception 
to that, because I felt that we ought to have been told what was 
the fac 

Now. L aces pt your statement, su If you say that there are no 
detailed plans of reorganization, that it is still in a stage of flux and 


{ 
reneral study, that is good enough for me. Yet I have felt that it 
was Incumbent upon me to interrogate along that line, because I just 
did not lik the othe 
‘ > 


procedure, to be verv honest with you. 
ENSON. I am sure that I would not be sympathetic with 


| do not know that I could give vou the details as to what job 
descriptions we have in Agriculture I know there are a lot of them 


aw 
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Senator Humparey. | do not mean job descriptions as such, but 
I mean a general program of reorganization. I will ask you a question 
or two on that. 

Sefore I do that, however, I just want to point out again that | 
think one of the problems we have here is the vigorous opposition 
that was manifested toward this reorganization proposal before. And 
I shall be very candid. 1 was not one of them But it amazes me to 
see now the sudden change 

Here is Mr. Short. \Ir. Short | believe 5 In charge of youl 
Foreign 

Secretarv Benson. The Foreign Agricultural Servi 

Senator Humpurey. The Foreign Agricultural Se 

Secretarv Benson. That is right 

Senator Humpurey. At the time I excerpted from the testimony 


Mr Short testified as vice president of the \merican Farm Burea 
Federation. Here is what he said: 
I t Zat } i 1 '. 
\ 1 ' 
i \ ( i A 
I rea at I i ‘ t] 
rant of general author and px ! ieo i i 


this is speaking of the prior plan 
’ plar \ pla | LVé i fra I 
Vian 4d ! the 
. . . , . , 
Parenthetically, | say that plan 2 does not ave them, eth 
| CT ‘ a TI \ i 
i i I \ 
pla nitted ( 
| { erve 
i l! Reo i 1 
y ( i 
it \c 
] 1 
oon ‘ f 
\ . \ii Secretval \ 1 s 1} hie ; { ( 
Tre tall cillte nt ym pla { ! \ >) ( | Oro" 
1 ) 
nis mind 
Vec»re Ll B \ »* | il the S¢ ( | Lh) nta 
things, Senatol Humphrey In the first plac hat tl SOK 
Lary under this plan, Is under definite oblicvation to consult vith 
farmers, leaders of farm organizations, Members of the Congress, a1 
other interested YTOUPS and to serve notice ot at lan | Intends te 
. } . } ] t +] ty ‘ 
put into operation betore he takes such action, and get their views an 
their recommendations. And | think that is a very real safeguard. 


I would feel under obligation to consult with Members of the 


Coneress before | took Any major step in that ay ection 


In the second place, L think this item regarding the use of funds 1s 
an additional safeguard. ‘Then I have felt that the appointment of 
the National Agricultural Advisory Committee, which is a bipartisan 
body, will serve as a pretty cood cher on the Secret ry Certainly 


I would not think of putting into effect any major change in that 
great Department without taking that committee into my confidence 
and discussing it with them frankly and wholeheartedly 

It seems to me those are very definite safeguards which were not 
available when the other plan was under consideration 
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Senator Humpurey. May I say that I think the matter of the 
teansfer of funds is a safecuard. Insofar as the giving of notice is 


concerned, Mr. Brannan in his testimony—and I have the testimony 
before me—made very clear to the committee that that was the 
intention of the Secretary of the Department; also, the matter of 
consultation. It was not included in the plan because, very frankly, 


that is a sort of window dressing in the plan when you read what it 
SAVS It savs that 


I ed ia 1 wpropriate advan notes ha be 
pra l il interested ) ) LC ¢ le 
1 ef ( e D Ar n tt I I 
t ! It no led by t rovi 
f functi all be accompanied by a formal rulema 


In other words, what that means is that the Administrative Pro- 
cedure Act does not apply. It does mean consultation. But that at 
its best is just consultation. The Secretary may still proceed once 
the authority has been given. Is that correct? 

Senator McCLeLian. Senater Humphrey, would you yield for a 
question at that point 

Senator Humpurey. Yes; I yield. 

Senator McCieL_uan. The point that occurs to me about that is 
that I think this is a very fine expression of general policy. But 
there is no law to prohibit that being done now. 

Senator Humpurey. None at all. 

Senator McC.Letuan. In other words, a good Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, I think, would do that without anything being in the plan. 

Senator Humpurey. I would hope that he would, and I am sure, as 
Secretary Benson has pointed out, that he will, and I think that is 
very commendable. But I think that the Senator is right. Good, 
sound procedure, or at least safe procedure, would require that one do 
a little consultation. 

Secretary Benson. I hope that our procedure will be safe and sound, 
too, Senator. I do not look upon it as window dressing. I think 
that I am under obligation to do that very thing. 

Senaior Humpurey. I appreciate your statement. 

Secretary Benson. Under obligation to the Congress and obliga- 
tion to agriculture, as well as to my associates, who feel, I am sure, as 
Ido. And so we will, of course, plan to do that same thing. 

Senator Arken. Will vou yield? 

Senator Humrurey. Yes, I yield. 

Senator ArkEN. I just asked the Senator from Minnesota if he 
would yield for a minute, because I have to leave. 

[ simply want to say that in recommending consultation with 
Members of Congress, the Secretary is preaching what he is already 
practicing. A good many times he has come on to the Hill sometimes 
to talk with members of the Agriculture Committees, and sometimes 
with groups representing commodities which were under discussion 
at that time. 

I well recall the discussions relating to the livestock situation which 
for a while looked very critical, and it is, even now, although it is 
looking a little better. At one time a group from the Department 
discussed with members from the cotton-growing States the matter of 
support for cottonseed and its products. 
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Another time there was discussion on the dairy situation, and the 
moot question of whether butter should be supported and at what 
level. Again, Congress has been consulted in regard to exports and 
imports, with particular reference to the International Wheat Agree- 
ment. 

I am sure that when the Secretary has discussed these matters 
with Congress, he had not already reached a decision as to what he 
was going todo. Iam satisfied as to that. 

On at least one occasion, I am inclined to think that after discussion 
with members of the farm group and with Members of Congress, he 
did what he thought he was not going to do before he had the discus- 
sions. 

So I think he does take these consultations very seriously. These 
have been in addition to the regular committee hearings 

So I want to say that when he makes tl 
simply preaching what he has already practiced 

Senator Humpurey. I surely respect the Secretary’s words. He is 
aman of great integrity, and I accept those words 

Secretary Benson. Thank you, Senator 

Senator Humpnrey. I want to say that I do not believe that it is 
an uncharacteristic practice. I believe that the Department of Agri- 
culture has been generally on safe and constructive ground throughout 
the years in the matter of consultation, having appropriate advisory 
committees. I think it would be fair to point out, however, that the 
advisory committees are not necessarily elected by the constituent 
groups. They are selected. 

I only make note of that, and I appreciate the need of doing that 
in order to get committees to work. 

Secretary Benson. I think that this is a very important point, 
Senator, and only emphasizes, in my mind, the importance of the 
executive branch consulting with the elected representatives of the 
people, namely, the Congress. 

Senator HumpHrey. Mr. Reynolds of the staff was kind enough to 
bring to me a mimeographed document relating to plan No. 4, some 
information that | asked fol a couple of years aco in reference to the 
responsible officials of the respective agencies of the Department of 
Agriculture. For example, who is the responsible official for the 
Agricultural Research Administration? It is the Secretary. And I 
have a notation here from the public law. 

The same is true of the Production and Marketing Administration, 
the Commodity Exchange Authority, the Extension Service, the 
Forest. Service, the Soil Conservation Service, the Farmers’ Home 
Administration, and Rural Electricfication Administration 

In other words, the power vests in the Secretary over these respec- 
tive units of the Department; is that correct, Mr. Secretary? 

Secretary Benson. Senator, may |J ask our Solicitor to comment 
on that, from a legal standpoint? 

Senator Humpurey. Yes, indeed. 

Secretary Benson. I believe it would be helpful to us. 

Senator Smita. Would you give your name to the reporter? 

Secretary Benson. This is Mr. Karl Loos 

Mr. Loos. Senator, I think you are referring to a tabulation of the 
various agencies of the Department with reference to the source of 
their statutory authority. 

Senator Humpnurey. Correct, sir. 


iat statement today, he is 








166 ORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 195 


Mr. Loos. That is not entirely complete It is correct in the fact 
that the law cited originally placed the functions in the Secretary, 
thre functions of the avencies that you named. But, for example, in 
the case of the Forest Service, since the Forest Service was established, 
there have been a number of acts of Congress conferring powers and 


duties and responsibilities which have referred to vesting them in the 


orest Service and not in the Secretar, 
| . reat area of d b s tt ist where the Secretary's 
ind ends with respect to some of those matters 
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the possibility of SOMe SAVITE li naministration oO hat particulal 
phase of the program 

Does that in part answer what you have in mind? 
senator Ho MPHREY Do vou have any veneral ieh now as to 


whether or not you would transfer those programs to anv other units 


I 


within the Departm« nt? 

Secretary Benson. We have felt, as far as our thinking has gon 
Senator, that the ACP program o isht to be fairly el to the Soil 
Conservation Service it Is conservation wie that there Wil 
relationship there that justified us in transferring that particulas 
program so that it Would De the same program group as t} SOL 
Conservation Service 

Senator Humpurey. Y 

secretary BENSOD Now, ‘ ive felt that t probably is son 
duplication In some ot thr ere s serving thre urmer out 
[| have always felt personally that thy Exten n Sel e, for exal ipl 
was largely an educational agency, and that probably the actior 
agencies, or the action program ought to | ! ( on throuch 
action agencies 

Senator HumpHri In oth vords, to preserve that demarcatio 
between vour educational { es and yvour action prog 

secretary BEN »N yes Phat has been my thin] 

Now. we have not gone verv far in the tudy of those avencic a 
th relationship betwee! those agencies at the Stat nea county V( 
We think, however, that there should be a very comprehensive and 
careful study mad because we continu to have ome ympl 
come to us from farmers that there are too many Federa ! 
tives visiting their farms and telling them what to do 

That is a bad thing; and if there is justification for it, we would lik« 


to know it, naturally l am sure the Congress would, als 

Senator Humpurey. Now, I want to mention another issue that 
comes up, about another unit | am being very candid with vou | 
figure we might just as well get these out in the open rather than talk- 
ing around them 

Secretary Benson. Surely You have that reputation, Senator 
and I am very happy to have you speak candidly 

Senator Humpurey. Mav I say that vou have, too? 

Secretary Benson. All right 

Senator Humpnrey. Maybe together we can be a little bit helpful 
here. 

Secretravy Benson. I hope we can 

Senator Humpurey. Now, about the Farmers’ Home Admiunistr: 
tion. As Senator Anderson pointed out, he looked upon it in a differ 
ent licht than he did the Farm Credit Administration Ee 1e Farmers 
Home Administration has a unique kind of service to perform, as | 
think he put it, a sort of soft credit policy 

Is it your intention to dismantle the Farmers’ Home Administra 
tion? Do you intend to Keep it intact, sir, or What are your intentions 
with reference to it? 

Secretary Benson. I certainly have no intention of dismantling it, 
Senator. I do have an intention of studving it very carefully I do 
feel that the Farm Credit and Farmers’ Home operate in different 


fields. 








168 REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 


senator Humpurey. Yes 

Secretary Benson. The Farm Credit Administration is an old line 
credit agency, to extend solid credit, while the Farmers’ Home can 
be looke ad upon in a Measure, atl le ast, as an emergency U\ pe of credit 
agency, to serve those who are not able to cet their credit needs from 
established credit agencies 

| would question very much the wisdom of trying to consolidate 
those two agencies. It seems to me that they are operating in sepa- 
rate fields. But there again we have not pursued our studies in the 
detail that I think th sy should be and will be later 

Senator Humpurey. Now, I notice that the Farmers’ Home 
Administration organization is fixed by the Statute. 

secretary BENSON. Yes 

Senator Humpurey. Would this reorganization plan, Mr. Secretary, 
give the Secretary the privilege of reorganizing the Farmers’ Home 
Administratio1 

Secretary Benson. I would have to check that from a legal stand- 
point, Senator. Mr. Loos thinks that probably it would give the 


Secretary the authority 


1 even though the statutory organization is set? 


Senator Humpnrey. It would supersede it? 


secretary Bi SON, It would lve the secretary authority. How- 
ever, I have not checked it caretully myself. 
Senator Humpurety. Now, moving down to concern about another 


agency that is highly regarded yet sometimes controversial, as you 


know. The National Association of Rural Electric Cooperatives, I 
believe, has gone on record in opposition to this reorganization plan. 


lL believe that is correct Is that not so? 

Secretary Benson. I did not know that. If it is true, that is their 
prero rative, of course. 

Senator Humpurey. I think that I have heard that 

Secretary Benson. I was away at the time. I guess that is the 
reason it slipped by me. 

Senator Humpurey. I am sure that their concern is over the 
autonomy of the REA. It has had a very fine record. The statute 
concerning REA-——I have here the committee documentation on 
this—the authority is vested in the Secretary, but the statute makes 
it quite clear that it must be administered through the Rural Elec 
trification Administrator 

Now, the fear is—I hope it is an unfounded fear—that the reor- 
eanization proposal may result in the dismantling of the Rural Elec- 
trification Administration, in other words, taking certain functions of 
the Rural Electrification Administration and dispersing them through 
several units in the Department, the credit functions, for example, of 
the REA. Then, of course, there are the technical aspects of REA. 

What is your thinking on that, Mr. Secretary? 

Seeretary Benson. I certainly have not reached any conclusion 
that any of the important functions of REA would be distributed to 
other agencies. I have been intensely interested in the work of REA. 

Senator Humpurey. I know you have. 

Secretary Benson. It goes Way back even beyond REA, really. 
I know what it is to live in a home without electricity. I remember 
very well when electric lights came into our home when I was a boy on 
the farm. We did not have REA in those days, but the farmers 
joined together, and through cooperative effort, got out their own 
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poles from the mountains, strung the wire, and with the help of one 
electrician, got electricity to the home. 

[ know what it meant to us when the first telephone came into our 
home. So I have been very sympathetic through the years to having 
an electric service and telephone service extended to our rural families. 

So I assure you that | am very sympathetic with the REA program. 
Had I not been, I would not have selected and nominated to the 
President one of our own fine citizens, Lt. Gov. Ancher Nelsen, who 
has long been associated with REA, as the new Administrator. 

Senator Humpsrey. Your intention, then, as | interpret from your 
remarks, is to leave the REA pretty much as an autonomous 
organization? 

Secretary Benson. Certainly I do not have in mind weakening the 
service which REA is rendering. I think it is very essential, and I do 
feel that we have selected a good man to help it, and he will be given 
a pretty free hand, | am sure. But if we have in mind any major 
changes, certainly we would want to consult with the Congress before 
we took such steps, because I know there is a very wide interest in 
that agency, probably as much as in almost any other agency in the 
Department. 

Senator Humpnrey. Now, Mr. Secretary, you have indicated 
that you have no intention of abolishing the farmer-elected com 
mittees; is that correct? 

Secretary Benson. Yes, I think that is generally true. I think 
my statement which | made before the Agricultural Appropriations 
Committee sets forth that rather clearly. 1 would like just to restate 
that if | may. 

Senator Humpurey. Surely, please. 

Secretary Benson. I said: 


You may be assured that | am aware of the splendid contribution PMA county 
and community committees have made to agriculture, and that v intend to 
make the best possible use of these farmer-elected committec in administering 
farm programs. I have recently revised the regulation 


which I have mentioned earlier here today, and then told why. 

So I have been very much in favor of the committee system as a 
service to agriculture and as a service to the Department in making 
our operations more effective. 

Senator Humpurey. I have introduced a bill (S. 1847), Mr. Seere- 
tary, requiring a continued use of such committees, regardless of 
this reorganization authority. 

Secretary Benson. I do not think it is necessary, Senator 

Senator Humpnrey. | am glad to get this assurance. 

Secretary Benson. I frankly would think that it was superfluous, 
but if you feel that there is a need for it, of course, it is your preroga- 
tive to introduce legislation. But we have no intention, certainly as 
far as we have gone in our study, of doing anything that would remove 
our programs further from the grassroots farmers 

After all, it is their program that we are trying to administer. 
It is their Department, in large measure 

Senator Humpurey. Correct. 

Secretary Benson. And we want to do the most effective job that 
it is humanly possible to do. 
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Senator Humpnurey. As Senator McClellan pointed out, this 
reorganization plan has no termination date on it. It is a continuing 
authorit 

Secretarv BENSON Right 

Senator HumpnHrey. Therefore, the concern over the farmer-elected 
committee system is not necessarily one that is directed only toward 
vour service as the Secretary of Agriculture I think we have to be 
somewhat impersonal about these matters. 

Secretarv Benson. Yes: I think so, too. 

Senator Humpurey. | accept your statement of respect for thé 

rmer-elected committee system My coneern is that once vou give 

continuing reorganization authority to the Secretary of Agriculture 
r. Benson, but to a Secretary of Agriculture you may have, 


not ta) 


by act of Congress, literally placed there the seeds for the authority 


to do away with the farmer-committee svstem It was for that reason 
that | introduced a bill that said, “Well, now, look—this sounds like 
is pretty good All the Secretaries of Agriculture thus far, including 
the present, feel that it is a worthv administrative svstem Therefore, 
+ l eeDp t ? 
Would vou agree with me that once vou put the reorganization plan 
to effect, vou have not only put it into effect for Secretary Benson 
it in vears to come, if Secretarv Benson is not here, we have placed 
he authoritv in the Seeretarv of Acriculture to do awav with the 
mel ommittee system unless we take protective Measure s? 


Secretary Benson. Of course, | think the verv fact, Senator, that 


you have introduced the bill is further evidence of what I have al 
that no Secretary ol Acriculture is voing to vet verv tat 
s he brought to time by this Congress 
enat rlUMPHRE) | hope that Is true 
Secretary Benson. | would hope that the man who succeeds the 
present Secretarv would be much better than the present incumbent 
I would like just to say this, that so far as we have discussed this 
matter, we be lieve that the arrangement which we have made on these 
ynmmittees will enable us to utilize the judgment of the best available 
local farmers. We feel that we are always going to need that in this 
program in determining local policies and in helping to formulate poli- 
cies on the national level. We think that these programs must be 
built from the grassroots up, and not from the top down 
Senator Humpnarey. That has been the philosophy right along, and 
that has been the characteristic pattern for the past 20 years, has it 
not 


Secretarv BENSON I do not see how that could be done without 
committees 

Senator Humpurey. I appreciate that, and I am surely grateful for 
vour statement. But my point was, Mr. Secretary, and a very pet 
sonal point, that with the reorganization plan that is before us, do we 
run the risk of vesting the authority in the Secretary to do away with 


this system unless we take some protective measures in the form of 


tal DENSON lt think under this plan there are several risks 


ves. You do run risks. Whenever you give a man authority, you 


Senator Humpurey. Of course 





REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 171 


Secretary Benson. And yet at the time when a man has a responsi- 
bilitv, he almost has to have some authority to do the job Sut in 
any grant of authority, it seems to me that there is some risk involved. 
But I do believe that there are safeguards under this setup which | 
have tried to mention that are very real 

Senator Humpurey. | think the greatest safeguard is in the attitud 
of the Secretary, and I am delighted to get your point of view here 
today. ‘That is a candid opinion on my part 

I think that Senator McClellan was right when he said that it ts 
not only the plan; it is the attitude that Members of Congress hav: 
toward the position of Secretary 

secretary Benson. That is right 

Senator Humpurey. And | think one of the great purposes of these 
hearings is to afford the Secretary an opportunity to make his position 
clear rather than have conjecture and imaginary enemies aroused bere 

We will get this thing out on the table here and get it into the record 
That is what 1 am trving to do 

Secretary Benson. I have no secrets to hide from this Congress 
regarding the Department of Agriculture. Our files are open, and | 
would be happy to sit down with any of the Members any time and 
discuss any plans that we have, and to g 

Senator HumpHrery. M1 secretary, sometime ago you received a 
letter from our colleague, Senator Olin D. Johnston, of South Carolina, 
and that letter followed, as | understand it, from the information that 
| have, Senator Johnston’s testimony before this committee in which 


he opposed this reorganization plan He posed nu series of questions 


et their counsel 


| asked him for a COpy of his letter, and I have it here 
secretary BENSON We shall be olad LO give VOU & COpy of our reply ; 


Senator, if you would like to have it 

Senator Humpurey. I would like to have it 

Secretary Benson. We have not answered it yet It came to my 
attention only as | returned to the office Saturd iv aiternoon. And | 
left almost immediately for North Carolina. So 1 just had a chance to 
elance at it. That is all. I have the original right here. Put we 


will comment on the questions, and will be glad to provide you with 
a copy. 

Senator HuMPHREY. May I ask vou just quickly down the line for a 
comment on 1 or 2 of these? The first one is that Senator Johnston 
points out: 

I think it would be helpful to know if the farmer committee system of the 
Production and Marketing Administration will continue to exist, and, if so, o1 
what basis. 

I think that you have more or less answered that today 

The complete text of Senator Johnston’s letter appears on p. 74 

Secretary Benson. Yes, | think so. 

Senator Humpurey. Am | to understand—is it the Gordon memo- 
randum? Is that what that is known as? The March 20 one? 

Secretary Benson. Howard Gordon signed it as Administratos 
ot PMA. 

Senator HumpHrey. Yes 

Secretary Benson. That is Memorandum 101, which I referred to 
earlier. I have a copy here, if you would like it See appendix B, 


Dp, 2x1. 


461 > 12 
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Senator Humpnrey. | have a copy of it here, sir. That memo- 
randum takes the reorganization of the PMA committee system 
about as far as you see it necessary? 

Secretary Benson. The only objective in that, really, was to 
bring about uniformity 

Senator Humpurey. Uniformity; yes 

Secretary Benson. We thought we had had enough experience 


with the two different ystems so that we were ina position to deter- 
mine which we thought was best And in most of the States—the 
determination had already been made ‘n about 37 out of the 48 


st 1 

Senator Humpurey. That is correct 

Secretary Benson. So we thought that this was in the interest of 
uniformity and also greater efficiency, and | do not know that we 
have any intention of moving any further in either direction, certainly 
at the present time. That represents our very best thinking at the 
present time, Senator 

Senator Humpnurey. | think that some people were fearful that 
the memorandum might be leading toward the abolition of the 
committee system 

Secretary Benson. This was the beginning of the end? 

Senator Humpurey. Yes: And you are saying now, of course, that 
that is not i your mind; is that correct? 

Secretary Benson. No; that is not in our mind. 

Senator Humpnrey. You are opposed to the abolition of the com- 
mittee system? 

Secretary Benson. We favor—TI have always favored the use of 
committees, and I think we will always need them. 

Senator Humpurey. I mean, the elected farmer-committee system 

Secretary Benson. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. Now, in the second question Senator Johnston 
said: 

I wonder whether agricultural conservation payments will be made through 
county agents of the Extension Service, through the Soil Conservation Service 
hrough the PMA committee system, or through other channels 


) 


Do you want to make a comment on that, Mr. Secretary’ 

Secretary Benson. We do not have anything in mind that would 
change the course through which those payments would be made. | 
think I have made it clear that I have looked upon the Extension 
Service as an educational agency primarily, and that these action 
agencies serve in a different field. 

Senator Humpurey. And you do not intend to vest the county 
authority, for example, over these programs in a county agent; is 
that correct? 

Secretary Benson. Certainly our present thinking does not lead us 
in that direction, Senator. However, I would like to keep an open 
mind on a lot of these things because I think that some of them can 
bear some very careful study 3ut I have looked upon the Extension 
Service as primarily engaged in education. 

Senator Humparey. Now, I think that the next question, the 
third which my friend, the Senator from South Carolina, has tucked 
away in these questions, is the $64 one: 

It is vital to know also whether the locally organized soil-conservation districts 
would be subordinated. that is. to the land-grant colleges, the PMA eommittees, 
or the county agents 
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In other words, is the soil-conservation-district program to be 
placed under a coordinated administrative head in a particular district 
or county? 

Secretary BENSON. Senator, these conservation districts are set up 
under State law, and we could not touch them if we wanted to. 

Senator Humrurey. Yes, that is true 

Secretary Benson. There may be a need for some better coordina- 
tion between the agencies you have mentioned out at the State and 
county levels. I do not know. Certainly nothing would be done 
to them until we have had time to study them more in detail, and 
certainly nothing would be done until we conferred with Members of 
Congress about them. 

But so far as the soil-conservation districts are concerned, they are 
set up by State authorities. 

Senator Humpurey. State law’ 

Secretary Benson. State law; that is right 

Senator Humpurey. And, of course, there have been efforts made 
to coordinate the ACP program and the SCS? 

Secretary Benson. Yes 

Senator Humpurey. Which are desirable efforts. 

Secretary Benson. I think so. 

Senator Humpurey. And is that the kind of coordination that you 
are thinking about as an improvement? 

Secretary Benson. The only coordination that we are interested in 
would be that which will provide more efficient service for the farmer 


) 


and save some money for the taxpayer. We do not favor one program 
as against another. I think they have all been effective in serving 


agriculture. Any coordination would tend to improve that service. 
That would be our only interest 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Secretary, | think that it is a fair concern 
on the part of Membeis of Congress and of the public to be wondering 
as to whether or not SCS will lose its identity and will be subordinated 
to other agencies within the Department because the SCS, the Soil 
Conservation Service, had to put up an uphill battle all through the 
country to get its program underway. 

Senator Smirx. Will the Senator yield? 

Senator Humpnrey. I yield. 

Senator Smiru. I do not like to interrupt anyone in his questioning. 
But word has come in that the Se retary has an appomtment at the 
White House at 1 o’clock. I think other members of the committee 
have questions to ask, Mr. Secretary. I dislike asking you to come 
back this afternoon, and Senator McClellan will not be abie to come in 
because of his flood-control appropriations this afternoon. 

Senator McC.Le.ian. That is right. 

Senator Humpnrey. I would be glad to vield to my colleagues. 
I must say that every time | vet in one of these hearings, the witness 
has had to leave. We had the Secretary of Defense at another one 
and he had to go, too. 

Senator Smitu. The Senator’s questions and the Secretary’s answers 
have been very helpful to the record of the hearing 

It was my purpose to ask the Secretary if he felt that he had to be 
at the White House at 1 o’clock. 

Secretary Benson. | think probably we might continue for a little 
while. 

Senator Smiru. Could the Senators come in at 4 o’clock? 
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Do you think you might be finished with flood control then, Senator 
MeClellan? 

Senator McCLeLLan. Madam Chairman, I do not know. The 
hearing starts at 2:30 But how many will be there, [ do not know 
| have a group from my State, and L must be present when they 
Cestily Whether they are scheduled first or last, J 

Senator Surra. Will it be convenient for you to come up at 4 o1 
1:30, Mir. Secretary? 


Secretary Benson. | have a rather important conference then 


i do not know 


If the Senators are agreeable, 1 would Stay on and ask one of m1 
associates imply to call the White House and tell them I shall be a 
bit late, if that would accommodate them 

Senator Smiru. Is this agreeable to the committee? 

Senator HUMPHREY | have just two more short ques 
vield 

Senator Smiru. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. I do not 
want to press you, but I think it is a very important part of the record 

Senator Humpurey. Yes. 

senator SMITH (nd I want the Secretary to complete his testimony 

Secretary Benson. I do not believe | answered your question fully 
But I would like to say that it certainly is my feeling at the present 


time that these agencies which you have mentioned would probably 


1 
{ 


tions, and | 


continue as independent agencies. 

Now, | have felt for a long time that the soil-conservation program 
must continue. I think it is a very important one. I think the 
extension Service is a very important service. 

Now, whether we could bring about some better coordination at 
the State and county levels or possibly even at the national level 
I do not know. lam not prepared to say, Senator. But I do think 
that the services have been very useful to farmers 

Senator Humpurey. Yes 

secretary Benson. And I would think that those services should 
be continued 

Senator Humpurey. The apprehension, Mr. Secretary, that seems 
to me evident in some of the letters that one gets—I have some here 
with me in my file IS developed around the feeling that possibly the 
Soil Conservation Service will be more or less dovetailed into or 
absorbed by the Extension Service, the County Agent Extension 
service 

Secretary Benson. Oh, no. 

Senator Humpurey. And I think some words on your part as to 
your intentions on that would be of great help here. 

Secretary Benson. I have no such intentions, Senator. And | 
might say that I have had letters in the Department which came from 
people who seemed to have some anxiety that | was going to permit 
the Extension Service to be absorbed by the Soil Conservation 
Service 

Senator Humpnurey. I have had those, too, sir. 

Secretary Benson. So I presume that is only natural. 

Senator Humpurey. Now, finally, Mr. Secretary, as somebody 
once said to me—I have never practiced it, as you can well under- 
stand—it is all right to vote on these measures around here, but neve 
explain why, because that really gets you in trouble. It is hard to 
live down those explanations, but you can always explain away a vote 
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When Mr. Short testified that this was not a plan, he said that the 
weakness of the reorganization plan was that it was not a plan, and | 
eather that he was referring to the lack of detailed organizational 
outline that the eommittee of the Congress or the committees or the 
Congress itself should have 

Is it vour intention, Mr. Secretary, before a reorganization pro- 
posal iS Initiate dl, that is. before it is put into effec t, to bring that pro- 
posal before the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
I would assume that would be the committee that would be most 


vitally concern d Our committee here is not a committee on ceneral 
policy We are an administrative strueture 


Is that vour intention? 


Secretary BENSON I would certainly want to do that senator, 
and | hope the committe vould we le ome tit 


Senator Humpurey. | am sure they would 

Seeretarv Benson. 1 would want to consult with them and also 
with the comparable committee in the House, as we have done on 
every move we have made so far of any importance. Of course, 
there would be a lot of detailed moves that probably we would not 
want to concern them with or bother them with ‘but any mayjol 
move, certainly we would want to consult with the members of those 
two committees on, as a minimum 

Senator HumMPHREY i recall that when we had the hearings on 


hye re 


the reorganization of the Bureau of Internal Revenue. where | 
are still some people who are unsatisfied even with the efforts that 


were made, we did have the then Commissioner of Internal Revenue 


present us with pretty much of a basie outline of what he intended to 
do. We had charts such as you have, not only the charts of the 

ist y ney but charts ot th proposed reorgal ZaAtvion, with the 
field offices. with the manv croupines. functions. and services. T am 
( the opinior that that would be ver very | lpful uv this situation 

| \ hit ) Ly th: | i il 1h) I tio | Vevel ( I 
hou | ~ ported the reo in L1O | : } tVviIn 5 

ned to the ments of my colleag ( } vr of the Senat 
hich | membered v well, I hi me apy nsiol That 
on tim vhet deba ilmo persuaded ! \ vid | member « 
the Sena Because s ipprehension still exists, [ wonder if vo 
COULG I 4 eTOrE nis commit Wy by (i | Tt im” tha 
vou may have as to groupings o1 ransiers ol netions, so that w 
could hay something more definits at OU dispo i! ana tor our stud 
before we act upon this reorganization authority 

Secretary Benson. It seems to me that that would be verv m 
in order, Senator. Before even this groupine that vou see here o1 


the chart was put mto effect, even though the Secretary had thi 
authority without any new legislation, or without a reorganization 
plan, we did submit it to the members of the committees of the 
House and the Senate, and consulted with them, as well as with the 
leaders of the farm organizations and the National Agricultural 
Advisory Committee. 

[ would certainly hope that we would follow the same procedure 
in the future. I think there is safety in it. I would personally 
appreciate the opportunity of doing that very thin; 





r 


Senator Humpurey. Mr. Secretary, | wonder if vou understood 
what I said, in reference to submitting such a proposed reorganiza- 
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tion structure before the adoption of plan No. 2. I am referring 
again back to Senator Russell’s statement before the committee 
Secretary Benson. You mean, within the next few days? 
Senator Humpurey. That is correct, sir. 
Secretary Benson. I doubt very much, Senator, if we have a 


detailed plan. Frankly, we do not. We look upon this as a continu- 
Ing thing These changes that have come about have been after 
rather prolong cl study. And as far as we have rote in our thinking 
and our study, I do not believe that we are ready with any blueprint, 
if that is what you have in mind [ am sure we are not. But some 
time later if the committee would like to have us come here with some 
recommendations we have in mind, I am sure we would be | appy to 
do that. 


Senator Humpnurey. Of course, at that time, the authority would 
be vested in the secretary 

Secretary Benson. Yes; I guess that is true. 

Senator Humpnurey. I have no more questions, Madam Chairman. 

Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Senator SmMirH. Senator Kennedy? 

Senator KenNepy. I will be very brief. 

Mr. Secretary. One of the questions raised by previous witnesses 
was that there was really no obligation for you to give appropriate 
public notice, but, rather, that the words were, ‘‘If deemed practicable 
by the Secretary.” 

Secretary Benson. If you think that the words are not needed, | 
have no objection. But I understand that the plan cannot be 
amended, Madam Chairman. 

Senator Smiru. The Secretary is correct. The plan is approved or 
disapproved as it stands. 

Secretary Benson. It would seem to me, though, Senator, a bit 
superfluous. 

Senator Kennepy. Yes, I see. 

One of the other questions that was raised was whether or not we 
were entitled, as Senator Humphrey just discussed, and which | 
think you answered very satisfactorily, to know in advance ‘‘which 
functions would be abolished and which ones would be subordinated 
and which functions would be enlarged to cover other functions cre- 
ated by Congress.” 

You stated that you had planned, if you were going to make any 
basic changes, to come before the appropriate congressional committees 
and give us advance notice. 

Secretary Benson. Yes, I would be very happy to consult with 
members of the committees most directly concerned. I think, how- 
ever, under the plan that the Secretary does not have authority to 
abolish any functions. 

Senator Kennepy. I was quoting from one of the witnesses. Of 
course, your answer is that no functions can be abolished which were 
set out by the Congress. 

Secretary Benson. Yes. 

Senator KeENNepy. But the other question is, would we not receive 
from you some information in advance about what steps vou planned 
to take to reorganize the Department? Would you come before the 
appropriate committees? 
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Secretary Benson. Yes, | have made this statement before. 1 said 
that 


We shall respect the right of the Congress to know what this Depart nent 
doing at any time. We shall remember that the Congress is not only interé 
in receiving reports of our stewardship it is entitled to them, and in time to act 
upon them. lo this end we shall weleome constant and full col litation with the 


Congress. 


Now, I cannot be any plainer than that And that is what I mtend 
to do. And I think there is safety in that, Senator, from our stand- 
point. 

Senator KenNepy. To one of the statements made by Senator 
Humphrey, your answer was that really one of the basic safeguards 
in this matter is the attitude of the secretary. You suggested too 
that there were other safeguards. One of the questions raised by 
witnesses is that while you may be careful of your authority, others 
might not be in the future, and therefore we should put a time limit, 
or we should consider efforts to put a time limitation, upon how long 
this act would go. But your basic point is that there are many other 
basic safeguards beyond the attitude of the secretary 1D this plan, and 
that while Secretaries may change, those safeguards will continue 

Secondly, you really feel that every Secretary who might be nom- 
inated and approved by the Senate would have some regard for the 
responsibility that he must observe to the Congress and to the Presi- 
dent and to agriculture, and therefore that we are not giving, as has 
been suggested by one of the witnesses, an unlimited grant of power 
for an unlimited extent of time. 

Secretary Benson. Yes, that is my feeling. 

Of course, I feel that this job cannot be done once and for all. It 
is going to require continuing attention, and I do feel, from my expe- 
rience before the Senate Agriculture Committee, before I was con- 
firmed, that they are going to know pretty well what a man thinks 
even before they confirm him, which | think is a cood thing, as a safe- 
guard. There are many others. 

Senator Kmennepy. My last question is this: 

Senator Russell stated that if we give the Secretary this power, he 
can absolutely stifle any functions that he wants to by subordinating 
them to other agencies. He was suggesting that while you would not 
change the functions set up by the Congress, you can stifle them by 
the reorganization powers granted by this act. Would you agree 
with that? 

Secretary Benson. Such a thought has never entered my mind. 

Senator Kennepy. Is there that possibility? 

secretary SENSON. Of course, | have great respect fo! the judgment 
of Senator Russell. 

Senator KENNEDY. I do not mean to make this a discussion between 
you and Senator Russell, but other witnesses have raised the point 
that while you cannot change the functions, nevertheless a Secretary, 
by using these powers, could stifle the functions. 

Secretary Benson. If he did that, then he would not be carrying 
out the intention of the Congress, and I certainly would not want to 
be in that position, as far as | could possibly avoid it. 

Senator Kennepy. Do you think that it is possible for a Secretary 
to do what is suggested by this statement, ‘‘stifle the functions through 
these powers,”’ or do you feel that the powers 
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Secretary ia NSON | think that it mav be possible ior a mited 
time But I think that it would be of verv short duration 

Senator KenNepy. What would prevent it 


Secretary Benson. Because the Congress would not permit i 


») 


And | would not want to he aq party tot 
senatol ly v N DY And what power does thre (C‘oneress have? 
The appropriation powers? Is that what you conside” the main 





Secretary BrNson Yes the appropriation powers They could 
ren\ hearu sand investigations There a many things that the 
(‘oO 1 qi) 

Senator MENNEDY | think that basically, to sum up Via secretary 
th objections that we have ound | think were best expressed | 
Senator Russell; that it is a very extensive grant for a long tim and 

| On tv of the secretary can change But Vout tutement 1 
that the powers that the ( ‘one ss still retains are Ytel Ve enough to 

i ( TL eTmort DV ¢ SePCTOTATY Who Was not ¢ mop! tely responsive 

» the wishes of the Congress within limitation 

See! }ENSON. Yes, I feel that wav, and I have » expressed 

Senator Russell We have had a vood visit about th 
I a that he Va On of the first Senators with whon 
I \ appomtec 

_ itor Ik ‘Thank vou vel much 

5 i B oO | ive \ igh regard tor hi 1 nn 

Senat iN v »y It) | ou 

Ss Se r Net 1 

. [od I \ Chan! vO \iadat (‘hairma | pp 

) | x ded metona ey qu st10O of the oN th 
na ( ne ¢ Se] LLiIONS 

( yt ceterene »> his crowded sched I sh ( { I 

d sha CO ill t] rs tl 1 hia ded 

! 

i 1) \} » Vant to ill vou iiten { 

! oO! D es 4 ane »O V" prepared s itemen | 
\ n to that, as | und tand from ur stateme ther 
| { ( es ol Ou! Department 

5S ( R oO | think that the number here 1 ) 
{ thet 

3 tor Mfc) LA Yi sav im this statement 

1) ») ' ( 
i ( 1 iy e Ss 
y ect 

‘hen vou name or list those 10 agencies 

secretary By NSON Yes Sil 

Senator McCruriuan. [| want to ask you, Mr. Secretary, then, if 


this plan confers upon the Secretary any additional authority o1 


Dow over that which he now has with respect to the 10 agencies 
hamed 

Secretary Benson. No. I think you are correct, that it does not. 
That is my understanding 

Senator McCrietian. Then you have already the authority that 
vou are seeking in this reorganization plan for 10 of the 20 agencies 
that are now in the Department? 

Secretary Benson. That is my understanding, Senator. 
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Senator McC.Le.tian. Of the other 10, the plan excludes 4 of them? 
Secretary Benson. Right 
Senator McC.Letitan. And grants you no powers whatsoever to 


) 


reorganize; is that correct’ 

Secretary Benson. Yes, that is my understanding. 

Senator McCue an. So then we are in effect with this plan actually 
dealing with 6 of the 20 agencies in the Department of Agriculture 
other than the creation of the new offices 

Secretary Benson. The new Assistant Secretaries 

Senator McCLetitan. The new Secretaries 

Other than that, we are actually dealing here in this plan with 


power or authority over and to reorganize only 6 of the 20 agencies i 
the Department? 

Secretary BENSON. I think that is essentially correct 

Senator MicCLettan. You think that that is correct 

Now, I followed rather closely Senator Humphrey's questioning 
with regard to some of those agencies, and I believe, if I did not mis 
understand, if I followed correctly, that of those 6, 3 of them, the 
Soil Conservation Service, the Farmers’ Home Administration, and 
Rural Klectrification, of those 3 you have no plans to reorganize, as 
of the present. 

secretary Benson. That is correct 

Senator MecCueitan. All right. Then we will eliminate those 
Now we are down to three Will you tell us what plans you have with 


) 


the other three agencies? 

Secretarv Benson. Well, Senator, we have no detailed plans worked 
out for the reorganization of those six agencies I can be very frat 
with you. 

Senator McCnLe tian. | understood that you have it down as to 
three, very definitely 

Secretarv Benson. Yes 

Senator MCCLELLAN | wonder if you have it down as to the othe: 
thre 

Secretary Benson. It may not be necessary to reorganize them to 
anv great degree There may be a need for ye further reorganiza 
tion it misty be that certain services within some of those agencies 


could be more effectively handled in some other agenev of the Depart 


ment. But we do not have in mind any wholesale reorganization of 
any agency in the Department at the present time 

Senator MecCireittan. You understand, Mr. Secret uy, that this 
is not to be critical. 

Secretary Benson. No. I understand. 

Senator McCue ian. I am simply trying to analyze, because 
may Say that when the other reorganization plan was before us, 
heard the testimeny that Senator Humphrey has referred to here o 
one of those gentlemen who is now the Director of your Foreign 
Agricultural Service, Mr. Short, a personal friend of mine, and who 
served as president of the Farm Bureau of Arkansas, and at that tim 
was vice president of the national organization, and those statements 
were very persuasive. They were convincing 

I was inclined to be convinced, anyhow, because I am most reluctant 
just to delegate blanket authority and power that I think is primarily 
reposed in the Congress itself. And now that organization has changed 
its position. 


| 
I 
I 
I 
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[ was trying to analyze this to find out actually how much is in- 
volved \s | get it now, there are only 6 agencies involved, and 3 of 
them you have no plans at the present whatsoever to reorganize. 
Then you have the other three left, the Bureau of Agricultural Eco- 
nomics, the Forest Service—and may I ask you now, do you have any 
plans to reorganize the Forest Service? 

Secretary Brunson. Before we did anything with reference to the 
Forest Service, we would want to consult with Members of Congress. 

Senator McCievtan. What I am trying to determine is, how much 

k are we taking in the delegation of these powers, if any, actually? 
Secretary Benson. Well, | 

Senator McC.Leiuan. I have been trving to find a reason to vote 
for this plan 

Secretary Benson. I do not think that it is very great, Senator 

Senator McCue ian. Frankly, I have been trving to find a way 
to support this plan. But I am confronted with my record, and | 
thought I was sincere: I thought I was votine out of conviction 


I do not want to hinder the reorganization I do not want to Oppost 
reorganization I certainly would defer to the judgment of others in 
manv instances as to how best to reorganize it 
gut I do like to retain some measure of consistenev in my official 
acts and in m\ legislative vote 

You have, as | understand it, no definite plan. It is simplv a 
delegation ol authority As vou gain knowledge trom experilence and 
practical operation, vou may find vou want to make a change here 


or there. That is just about what it sums up to, is it not? 


Secretary Benson. Yes. I have pointed out certain safeguards 
which have been set forth It seems to me that limiting the time of 
this authority would impose an additional danger. It is conceivable 
to me that if a person only had say, a vear or 2 years to do the job, 


it may result in very hasty action in order to get certain things done, 
knowing that the time was going to terminate, as of a given date 
ranization, that is one place 


It seems to me that in a program of reor 
where hasty action should never be taken 

Senator McCusuian. All right. Now, let me interrupt you, if I 
may at this point, and interject this 

Are we not moving a little hastily now, and is not this plan in its 
present form and presentation a bit premature when the Secretary 
comes before us and says that he has no plan? Is not that moving a 
little hastily? 

Secretary Benson. No; Ido not think so, Senator. I think that we 
need the authority in the Department of Agriculture the same as we 
need it in other agencies, because this is going to be a continuing, day- 
to day job 

Senator McCLe.uan,. I realize that 

Secretary Benson. We have already made some changes. There 
are others that I am sure we will want to make as time goes on, but 
they are not going to be made hastily, and they are not going to be 
revolutionary. 

Senator McCLELLAN. It would be very helpful to me, Mr. Secretary, 
if we did have a little blueprint here of what we are going to do with 
respect. to these six agencies. Now, you have eliminated three of 
them from your intention, unless something develops in the future 
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after further study, when you might decide that you want to do 
something. 

secretary BENSON. I will sav this In each Instance, the reor- 
ganization of the work will require careful research as to funetions 


and processes, objects, and personnel. | have already stated that. 
Senator McCLeiLan. Yes 
Secretary Benson. And I feel very much in sympathy with the 


statement made back in 1937, when the other Reorganization Act was 
under consideration, namely, that this is not a thing you can do now 
and shut off. It is a continuing thing, and it is impractical to try to 
prepare a blueprint that will spell out the whole thing for an indefinite 
period, We will study it 

Senator McC.Letian. I know that vou cannot have it in minute 
detail. But what I have been trying to get is a blueprint of the 
structure. Although | opposed the plan, it must be said to the credit 
of the Treasury Department, when it submitted its plan for the reor- 
ganization last vear of the Bureau of Internal Revenue, it did bring 


down before us a detail of the structure of the organization, on a chart, 


just like that. And 1 was able to know pretty well what I was voting 
for or voting against But here | am not so well advised, because | 
do not know, and VOU say that you do not now. And I cannot be 
sure just what I am voting for or against 


Secretary Benson. This [referring to the chart showing the present 


organization of the Department] is a demonstration of the type of 
thing that we have in mind. ‘This is the first step 

Senator McCLe.ian. But you have already been able to do that 
without a reorganization. 


Secretary Benson. That is right, but not without consulting with 
( ‘oneress. 

Senator McC.Le.tian. 1 am going to refer to that In a moment, 
this consulting with Congress, or consulting with interested parties. 
We will go into that now. I think that any department head or any 
Secretary of Agriculture, any good Secretary of Agriculture would 
always consult with interested groups, and so far as I know it has 
been the practice in the past, and I am sure—I am most certain—that 
you would continue it even without any law. 

This would only amount, as I see it, to an expression of Congress 
that it expects that to be done, subject to your discretion if you think 
it is not practicable to do so in certain instances. That is what it 
amounts to. 

Now, I want to hurry here. I do not mean to keep you. I am 
going to omit some questions and comments that I had in mind. 

I would like you to turn to page 13, Mr. Secretary, of your state- 
ment, beginning at the bottom paragraph on page 12. You are 
speaking about the qualifications in the authority granted under 
section 4 (c) of the plan. You say that it provides in substance that 
“the Secretary shall’’—-then you set out three things that the Secre- 
tary shall do as provided by the plan, in substance: One, seek to 
simplify and make efficient the operation of the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Now, we have a plan before us which says that you shall do that. 
Are you prepared to tell this Congress or tell this committee how you 
intend to do it, what action is going to be taken to get that result? 
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Secretary Benson. I think, Senator, that, through research and 
study, we are going to reach some verv definite conclusions as to what 
we can do, and it will be alone the line of some of the things that we 


have already done. Lt IS volInge to take time to do il lt is going to 
be & continuing operation 

senator MIcCLEeELLAN Mav I say \Ir. Secretary, l am not ques 
tioning thes | think thev are very fine objectives 

Pecrectar B NSON | th nk So, too 

Senator MeCLeLuAN \nd | subseribe to them [ am not ques- 
LIonin then But what we are doi 1o Mir. Secretary, in approving 
this plar 0 permitting 1b to o into effect is to enact a law to do 
omethin \ th ru the ls \ aUvineg how il should be cone and W ithout 
the one to wv hom we are del autlinge’ a ith MILV AdVISING US as LO how he 
intends to do it Tha is the only question | am raising 

Secretary Benson. Of course, I think one reason whv our studi 
probably have not advanced further on some of these agencies 1s 
because we did not hay any authority to do anvthing even uU ow 
research madieated that we hould Lik some aevion. One hkes to 
now that he has the authority before he spends too much time and 
mon nul stud 

Senator McC ues LN | should think that befor Vou W yuld asl 
ior a res i ti p| ) vO ild h rve to come to some co clusion 
is to what hanges should be required in order to brine about t! 
etorm | ) t| his are re ead 

Secreta Benson. You s there is another thine. too, in this 
plan SCTULLOT We aor to consult with Various groups and orea 
ations before we move forward, and we certainly intend to do that 
} Conere ees fit to grant this authority, and we would not like to 
com here with a blueprint that has not bee approved by these 
major and important groups concerned 

sSenalol Niet LISLI N rh { s why | think ma b th req est 
for this play at the present time is a bit premature Bg \ that 
as the expression Ol my own opinion, of course 

| want to hurry Now you have the same thing with reference 
to No 

< ra ( Sta i cal 

| think that we Can all wholeheartedly CHaAOPrst and subseribs 
to that \cain. what is the plan? How are we going about that? 


What changes are we going tl make from the present procedures 
and practices to effectuate that result 

Secretarv BENSON Ther , acain, it is voing to take time, Senator 

Senator McCLe.uan. I suppose, then, that is also true with refer 
ence to No. 3? 

secretary Benson. That 1 ioht 

Senator McCLetian. Your answer would be the same to all of 
them, I am sur¢ 

Secretary Benson. That is right 

Senator McCLe_ttan. Madam Chairman, I wish to compliment the 
Secretary. He is most frank about this. It is all in the stage, as I 
see it, of future development, and we are giving the authority im 


) 
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advance. I must say that I do not support it at the moment. I do 
not know. I want to think about it furthe: 

But when you analyze this and get down to the bottom of it and 
get down to the real essence of it, the situation is that the Secretary 
has the power of reorganization now over half of the Department 
already—over 10 of the 20 agencies in the Department. In this plan, 
it amounts to giving the authority over the other half, except 4 
agencies that are exemple d by the plan itself, actually, on 6 agencies, 
and 3 of those he is pretty positive that he has no intention of changing 
at least their basic organization 

no when we finally analy ze this thine, the re is not a great deal in 
volved in it except some of the basic prin iples of delegating powers 

Secretary Benson. Well, it is going to take research and time and 
study, senator | am sure that vou understand that We ure vome 
to move forward as rapidly 

senator NMicCut LLAN You see my position 

Secretary Benson. Yes 

Senator McCue Luan. And that is true with a number of other 


Senators. | know very frankly that there were not but half a dozen 
Senators, | do not believe, who were enthusiastic about the othe 
plan. I think I can say that, and | think my friends who probably 


supported the plan, and would have been willing to support it simply 
to show all deference to the reorganizational policies and programs, 
would say the same thing. 

There are some little changes in this plan, but I do not see how 
those who said that the other was no plan at all can say that this is a 
cood plan, beeause those changes are not adequate to make that dif 
ference, In My Opinion 

Madam Chairman, | thank you very much, and I withhold and 
refrain from asking some other questions. I think that I have a 
neral understanding of it. 
| apologize, Nii secretary, for ke eping you this long 
Secretary Benson. That is perfectly all right, Senator. There 


iS no apology necessary 


Senator SmirH. Senator Dworshak, did you have other questions? 
Senator DworsHak. No 


Senator SmirH. Mr. Secretary | did not question you at the 
beginning, feeling that [| would make a summary of the pomts raised 
curing the hearing Sut your prepared statement and answers to 


the questions asked vou have been so clear and complete that I think 
this will not be necessary 

I thank vou very much, and | am sure the committee does 
Is there any other information or data that you would like to 


include in the record? If so, we shall be verv pleased to hold the 


record open for you through the day, so that vou can get it in 
Secretary Benson. Thank vou very kindly | do not think of 
anvthing right now Sut we may think of something later today 


I appreciate that invitation. 

(In response to a request made by Senator Humphrey (p. 137), the 
following table indicating the legal basis of Department agencies 1s 
inserted in the record at this point 
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Senator Humpurey. Madam Chairman, I would like to place at 
this point in the record excerpts from the Congressional Record, 
page 7233, of May 18, 1950, on Reorganization Plan No. 4. 

Senator Smiru. Without objection, the data will be included. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


{From the ¢ Record, Sist ¢ 2d s« Bound Volume 96, pt 


REORGANIZATION PLAN No. 4 


Mr. Humpnrey. Mr. President, I wish to make a brief statement in reference 
to Reorganization Plan N t, and in reference to the report the committee has 
prepared, which I believe to be an excellent report, upon the part both of the 
ma I i I mi rity 

The Pr IDIN Orricer. Dos the Senator wi to make his statement under 
a reserva or und i i tment t time 

Mr. H 11 i want t t \ ut lent under ar rvation t pyect. 

Che Prt I OFFICE! Phe Se tor 1v proceed 

\ HluMPHI | ad n ¢ e f I ippr n plan N 1 as 
prese! 1 yorit i the rit 1 ill be noted that t main point 
ot « ( in a wt e ¢ nere by the President a pian 
wit i i ‘ to | tl main objection I thin ould be 
clear t the 7 i 1 pDmit by t President l ta i its 
ob} ‘ ( lisa tive pr It meets t basie need of 
a reorga i e Depart nt of A tur It was quite clear from the 
te befor mn ( each and ever iffected interest 
gr 1 i " it did it approve e plan, and e reasons were 
not a i ( i ict, Manv of them were contradi r\ 

Phe I | t tha ws brought up against the plan was that it altered 
the ta i i permitt the retary of Agriculture, | the transfer 
ott 1 t i r ( i I ral a 1 ck v the ( I 

[ believe we should support these reorganization plans. However, it appears 
to me that the « itive branch of the Government would do a great service for 
the ( rré f en these plans are prepared, the officials of the agency affected 
wi 1 co ( » the nterested standit gy committee of the [ nited States Senate or 
House of Representatives and consult the committee. I for one am becoming 





the Congress without those persons 


re familiar with the basie law of the land being given an 











opportunity to \ gi ol 

The plar ve are dis ng was presented be fore the Senate Committee on 
Expen re the Exec ve Departments. I say, frankly, as a member of 
tl com! t la \ miliar with all the basic law pertaining to 
agri¢ ul cic Each Senator has a general knowledge, but the law pertain- 
il oO many agencies and bureaus of the Department of Agriculture is complex, 
and oft ( t difficult to be able to put one’s finger on a particular 
provision at the moment hould like to have the Secretary of Agriculture and 
the Director of the Budget oO presented the initial statement of theplan, come 
to the appropriate committee of the Congress, both of the Senate and the House 
and disc ( wnizat the Department of Agriculture I 





should | \ done with the view in mind of following out the basie 
recommendations of the Hoover Commission insofar as the administrative struc- 
ture ( 3 i 


Ne 
I should like to solicit the attention of mv colleagues to the minority report, 
which points out what those recommendations were, and I should like to solicit 
ntion of my colleagues to the importance of basic reorganization 








t is perfectly obvious that, in view of the lack of certainty of 
the plan as proposed, it does not withstand the test of a detailed plan of reorgan- 
ization It is general and all-inclusive I believe it to be the dutv of the execu- 
tive department to do a little more than just send down plans I think it is about 


time that the executive branch of the Government send down plans after the 
officials I ave col sulte d the indiv idual Members of the Cor gress who are responsible 
for legislation Once that is done, we are going to get a kind of reorganization 
that is definitely needed. 

Mr. President, this is the view of one of the minority, and I think I am fair in 
saying that those of us who have taken time to prepare the minority report, 
primarily as a declaration and statement of policy, feel that the views therein 
expressed are sound views. 





er nee 


WE a aye 
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Senator Humpurey. What the Senator from Arkansas was stating 
as he concluded his interrogation is pretty much the thesis or theme of 
this statement. It is the concern over the all-inclusive feature of the 
reorganization proposal. 

I think we find ourselves in somewhat of a dilemma, knowing that 
reorganization is a continuing matter and that it is rather difficult to 
pin it down in ironclad terms, and secondly knowing that without 
some general outline, you may find yourself altering substantive 
policy and aot just administrative policy 

I think that is some of our apprehension 

Thank you 

Senator SMirxH. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. We hope 
that you will get to the White House on time. 

Seere tary Benson. Thank VOU, Madam Chairmat 


Senator Samirxu. The Chair promised or expected to hear Mr. | 


Kinan 


this morning 

If it is only a matter of placing a brief statement in the record, we 
shall be glad to receive it now Otherwise we will reeess until 2:15 
this afternoon 

Vii Finan, do vou wish to be heard LOW 

Mr. Finan. | am completely at the disposal of the committee 

Senator SmirH. Would vou prefer to give your statement now? 
\ir. I ENAN | would De happy to do so 

Senator SmirH. Your statement is not lone 

Will you give your name for the record? 

Mr. Finan. My name is William F. Finan, and | am the Budget 
Bureau's Assistant Director for Management and Organization 

I am here, Madam Chairman, to read a brief statement of Mr 


Joseph ML. Dodge, Director of the Bureau of the Budget, on the 


) 


| f » a })) ‘ 
subject ol Reorganization rian No he 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH M. DODGE, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE 
BUDGET (AS READ BY WILLIAM F. FINAN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 
FOR MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION 


Mir. FINAN (reading 









Madam Chairman and members of t col tee, L appreciate this o7 rtunity 
to app before vour committee ir pport of t P lent’s Reorganizatiotr 
Plan No. 2 of 1953, which provides for reorganizatior t Department of 
Agriculture 

The Secretary of Agriculture has already presented t i the major points 
connection with this reorganization pla Chere is littl ore that I need to add 

The reorganization plan is aimed at making possible better ad1 tration of 
our farm programs It does that in two principal ways: First, it clarifies the 
responsibility and authority of the Secretary of Agriculture over functions admin- 
istered in the Department of Agriculture; second, it pr les the Secretary with 
three additional officers with appropriste rank to assist | in supervising the 
Department Both of these approaches were recom endaed Dy the Hoover 
Commission in its reports in 1949 

I believe the reorganization plan is simple and straightforward I think it 
stands on its own feet and needs littl ( planation ( e of the key points is that 
it pern its the Secretary continually t SOC more ¢ ffici Al j economie il VAVS 
for carrying on the business of the Department of Agriculture it sets forth 
certain objectives toward which the Secretary is directed to utilize his delegation 
authority It contains an important provision for giving a ‘opriate public 
notice and obtaining the views of interested persons and rior to making 
ny major reassignments of functions In my opinion, those conditions laid dowr 
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on the Secretary’s delegation authority strike a practicable balance between 
giving the Secretary sufficient leeway in running his Department effectively and 


preventin any hasty or ill-considered shifts in departmental assignments. 
Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 will permit a more businesslike management 
of the Department of Agriculture. It follows the sound principle, which was so 


sharply emphasized by the Hoover Commission, of vesting funetions directly in 
the Department head so that he may be held more fully accountable for the 


administration of the Department. It is an arrangement which the Congress has 
already approve 1 for most of the civil departn ents It also prov ides the Secre- 
tary with the high-level assistants needed to give more adequate supervision to 
the far-flung operations of the Department I urge the Congress to permit 
Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 to become effective. 

I shall be glad to answer any questions in connection with the plan which you 
may wish to a 


Senator Smiru. Mr. Finan, I appreciate your waiting this long to 
give us this statement for the record. I think there are no questions 
at this time 

Mr. Reynolds, the clerk of the committee? 

Mr. Reynoups. I believe not, Madam Chairman. 

Senator Smirvu. Thank you, Mr. Finan. 

Mr. Finan. If any questions develop later, we shall be glad to 
come back i 

Senator Smirx. We will stand in recess until 2:15 

(Whereupon, at 1:20 p. m., a recess was taken until 2:15 p. m., the 
same day 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator SmirxH. The subeommittee will come to order. 

Dr. James K. Pollock, former member of the Hoover Commission, 
is here. Dr. Pollock, I do not mean to rush you, but the Senate is 
In session and we have asked for permission to sit There are a 
number of committees sitting and most of the members are on the 
floor or attending other committees. If you are willing, will you 
proceed with your statement, so that we can complete the hearings 
today? 

Dr. Pottock. Thank you, Madam Chairman 

Senator SmirH. You may proceed 


STATEMENT OF DR. JAMES K. POLLOCK, FORMER MEMBER, 
HOOVER COMMISSION 


Dr. Potiock. I desire to give my strong support to Reorganization 
Plan No. 2. It follows the recommendations of the Hoover Com- 
mission of which I was a member and, unlike a few of the other 
recommendations of the Commission, there was no dissent whatever 
in the Commission to the _— ipal recommendation involved in this 
plan. In other words, the Commission unanimously approved, both 
in its first report on management and in its later reports on the various 
departments, the important principle that 


the Secretary shall have the authority from the Congress to organize and control 
his organization and that the separate authorities to subordinates be eliminated 
(p 7) 


This basic point interests me more than any other. I am now deeply 
concerned, and I have been ever since I was exposed as a member of 
the Commission, to the unique opportunity of seeing the whole 
Federal executive branch in complete perspective—a rather shattering 
experience I might say, considering the lack of responsibility which 
exists and which has been allowed to continue throughout the whole 
executive branch. Waste is one thing; lack of responsibility and lack 
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of effective control is another. I have never been able to understand 
why anyone should be opposed to a plan which places responsibility 
where it can be prope tly exercised and enforced I would not like to 
be a regimental commander without control of my companies, nor an 
army commander without cor aires of my corps; yet we seem to expect 
the President and his C anane officers to be re sponsible for an organi- 
zation which they cannot effec ctivels control. It is to fix responsibility 
that we recommended the granting of adequate administrative power 
to the head of the Department I am acquainted with no one in 
administrative organization, either in government or business, who 
does not approve of the organizational principle embodied in this 
proposed plan. 

May I say, parenthetically, on the matter of power and authority, 
that it is not the concentration of power that we call dictatorship 
it is the absence of effective control of whatever power is concentrated 
[t is to improve the effective internal management of a Department, 
as well as the effective responsibility and control of the Department, 
that the President and his principal subordinates should be given 
powers commensurate with their responsibilities 

Next, problems of organization are continuing. They are not 
solved today forever. They keep ec ropping up and unless the Depart 
ment head has the power to aline his organization to administer what- 
ever policies are laid down these policies will not be effectively carried 
out. 

I think I should also point out that agriculture is the only civil 
department where this power has not been granted to the Secretary 
Why the exception? Agriculture was referred to by our Commission 
as a loose confederation of bureaus. If you used a bureaucratic 
telescope you could easily conclude from your own examination that 
this was a restrained statement. The need for alining the organization 
of this Department is as urgent as in any other department. In the 
other six departments where the power has already been given, great 
improvements have resulted, even in a short time. I recently had a 
look in one of the other departments and there I think I know whereof 
I speak. 

| say, therefore, that what is good for one department in a matter 
of this kind is good for all, and I see no justification at all for with- 
holding the power to reorganize the obsolete structure of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. I never did understand why the earlier plan of 
President Truman was rejected. His request of July 31, 1951, to 
learn what kind of plan would be approved by the Senate committee 
was, I believe, never replied to. 

My belief is that unless this plan is approved there will not be an 
effective reorganization of the Department of Agriculture, for Congress 
has shown its inability, in its very busy life, to do the job itself by 
statute. In other words, it is not a sound objection to say that you 
are for reorganiz ation but not for this plan. If this plan doesn’t 20 
through, in my view, there will be no effective reorganization of the 
Department of Agriculture. 

If there are fears that the present Secretary or any of his successors 
might make improper use of the power which it is proposed to give hin 


L 
in this plan, Congress by statute can do anything it wants to do, and 
it always has an effective power in reviewing each year the appropria- 
tion of the Department. 

Senator Smirx. Thank you, Dr. Pollock. We shall hear next from 


Dr. H. P. Rusk. 
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STATEMENT OF DR. H. P. RUSK, DEAN AND DIRECTOR EMERITUS, 
COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE, UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS, AND 
MEMBER OF THE AGRICULTURAL TASK FORCE OF THE (HOOVER 
COMMISSION ON ORGANIZATION OF THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH 
OF THE GOVERNMENT 


DD Ro | Niy mime ts H x Ru K | am dean and qairecto!r 
emeritus of the college of agriculture at the University of Ilinois. | 
was a member of the Agricultural Task Foree of the Commission or 
Organization of the Executive Branch of the Gove nent 

[ appreciate this opportunity to discuss Reorganization Plan No. 2 
of 1953 and to urge that yvour committee approve il | believe that 


needed improvements in the obsolete organization of the | nited States 
Department of Agriculture have been too long delayed. The public 
interest will be served most effectively by prompt action to dispel the 
uncertainty and lack of authoritative direction that are hampering 
some areas of work in the Department 

This plan is directed toward changes that are in substantial accord 
with the Hoover Commission recommendations. The initial steps 
already taken DY the secretary are in harmony with the intent of 
those recommendations. The Secretary has declared that the ob 
jectives of Department reorganization should be to reduce the number 
of major units reporting directly to him, integrate related functions, 
reduce overlapping of agencies, and establish clear lines of authority, 
decentralize administrative procedures in a way that will result in 
closer working relations with State and local agencies, and improve 
services to farmers. These are fundamental considerations in any 
plan for sound reorganization of the Department. The Secretary 
cannot proceed with this highly commendable program of reorganiza- 
tion without the additional authority provided in Reorganization Plan 
No. 2 

Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 has been criticized as giving the 
Secretary carte blanche authority for reorganization of the Depart- 
ment with no directives to guide him It was this same type of ob- 
jection that killed President Truman’s Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 
1950. But | respectfully point out that in both President Ejisen- 
hower’s message transmitting plan No. 2 and in the plan itself, the 
directives are spelled out in more detail and are much more specific 
than they were in the 1950 proposal submitted to Congress. This is 


espec ially true of the President’s message. 

Of much more significance than differences in the precise wording 
of the two plans is the difference in the attitude that currently pre- 
vails in administrative circles of the United States Department of 
\griculture and the policy atmosphere of the Department admuinis- 
tration in 1950. In a dynamic democracy administrators must be 
given authority to meet changing situations and changing needs, but 
always under the continuous serutiny of the legislative branch of the 


Government. It was essentially such legislative scrutiny of adminis 
trative policy that killed the 1950 reorganization plan before it got 
started. If some future Secretary of Agriculture should abuse on 


make unwise use of the power granted him by Reorganization Plan 
No. 2, Congressional review and appropriate legislative action may 
be depended upon to make quick and effective corrections. 
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It may be remembered that I was 1 of the 7 members of the Agr 
cultural Task Force of the Commission on Organization of the Execu- 
tive Branch of the Government who formally prot sted approval of 
the 1950 plan No. 4 However, I would ask you to recall that ou 
formal statement of (pril 7, 1950, recommending disapproval, ex 
pressed the belief that minimum needs of the situation could be met 


sentence after section 2 of President Truman’s 


by adding the followin 


plan No. 4: 


ith Carrving rut { pre S1¢ ( this oO e Secre i v 
the purt ( expre ed ( 2 (a) « e | i i \ I | i 
the plan of organization proposed for t Depart 
Commission on Organization of the executive branch of Ci rnmet 


lL want to interpolate just enough there to sav tha this doesn’t 
say “adopt” the suggestions of the Hoover Commission, it simply 
Says he cuided thereby 

I believe that the explicit provisions of President Eisenhower's 


message of transmittal. together with directives of plat No. 2. fully 
meet the minimum needs for directives which the task for wished 


to establish, and | urge approval of this plan for the reorganization of 
the United States Di partment of Agri ulture 
Senator SmitH. Thank vou very much, Dean Rusk 


earings that former President 


le 
| 
| 


It has been stated here during these ¢ 
Hoover, Chairman of the Hoove r Commission, was opposed Lo plan 
No. 4 I do not recall that he was on record concerning thi plat 
other than being Chairman of the Commission which made the recom 
mendation. Will you comment on that point? 

Dr. Rusk. I think, if he had made any public Statement or any 
statement to the members of the task foree, | would have known 
about it. So far as I recall, he did not express himself either way 
One or two of his staff did ey press the mselves, and | thoucht they 
probably were transmitting his ideas. They expressed some feeling 


of disappointment that the seven members of the Agricultural Task 
Force did come out acainst plan No { Sut nothine ever came to me 
directly from President Hoover 

Senator SmirH. You know of no place where he made such a state 
ment? 

Dr. Rusk. I know of no place where he is on record on that 

Senator Smrrn. One way or the other 

Dr. Rusk. In no wavy whatsoever 


Senator Smirw. Dean Rusk, vou wouldn’t think that the absence of 
a cutoff date would be any concern to anyone since ret rganization Is a 
continuing need? 

Dr. Rusk. I wouldn’t think so As I stated a moment ago, in a 
dynamic democracy, the Administrator must have authority to meet 
changing conditions and changing needs. Some of the recommenda- 
tions that I was for 4 or 5 years ago | wouldn’t support very strongly 
now. I would recommend some changes. They might have been the 


thing, the correct thing, at that time What is correct at one tim 
may not be the right procedure 2, or 3, or 4, or 5 vears later 

| have changed my mind in a lot of respects in a lot less time on a 
number of very important things 

Senator Smiru. Dean Rusk, in vour statement you emphasized the 
difference in the attitude that currently prevails in administrative 
circles of the United States Department of Agriculture and the policy 
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of the Department administration in 1950. Would you care to expand 
upon this point? , 

Dr. Rusk. Madam Chairman, I personally believe that the attitude 
of the Department on organization in 1950 was to a great extent 
responsible for the opposition that ce veloped to Reorganization Plan 
No. 4 of that year. Frankly, I believe that attitude had much more 
to do with developing opposition than fears regarding the future of 
price supports that were mentioned in the hearing here today For 
example, let mie read One paragraph from an official ml neographed 
committee report presented at the National Conference of PMA held 
in mt Louis. Mo.. Deceml er 6—Y, 1948S | quote: 


\ re I nda 1 pr } yport i le 
purchase pur 1 i tate ) 
ce \ prac | for i} | \ 
p ra All ex ra ai reiath I tilized the I y cl i 
cooperati banks, lending a new prom ors, handlers, warehouses, and 
others that are essential in proper handlit of anv commodity should be developed 
1 rl unner u to the full | ble ext State 1 t ym- 
mitt Supervision and assistance 


I have been led to understand that some Members of Congress, 
especially from the tobacco and cotton areas, and a great many farm 
leaders bluntly interpreted this plan as an effort to put farm coopera- 
tives, banks, and other agencies serving agriculture under the domina- 
tion of PMA, and to make every farmer realize that his economic 
destiny rested in the hands of this Washington bureau. This appeared 
to be an unprecedented effort to centralize control of our whole agricul- 
tural industry, and place PMA in a dominating position over the 
farmer and the business interests that serve him. 

This type of attitude greatly influenced the seven members of the 
Agricultural Task Force of the Hoover Commission who, before your 
committee, protested approval of Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1950 
Obviously, the steps already taken by the present Department admin- 
istration to decentralize, rather than to centralize, administrative 
functions indicates a marked change in attitude, and one that I believe 
is much more acceptable to the rank and file of farmers and to Mem- 
bers of Congress. 

Senator SmitH. Thank vou very much, Dr. Rusk, for coming here 
today and giving us your thinking in this matter of plan No. 2. 

There are two members of the Committee on Agriculture of the 
Citizens Committee for the Hoover Report, Ward Quaal and Ed 
Holter. Are they in the room? 

Do you wish to come forward together or testify separately? 

Mr. Quaau. We have it set up to present our views separately. 

Senator Smiru. All right, we will hear you separately. Will you 
give your name to the reporter? 


» 


STATEMENT OF WARD L, QUAAL, REPRESENTING THE AGRI- 
CULTURAL COMMITTEE OF THE CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR 
THE HOOVER REPORT 


Mr. Quaat. My name is Ward L. Quaal. I live in Cincinnati, 
Ohio. Iam presenting today the views of the Agricultural Committee 
of the Citizens Committee for the Hoover Report at the request of 
Mr. John Stuart, chairman, who is unable to be present. While I 
am an official of the Crosley Broadcasting Corp., I am not representing 
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that organization. I am speaking as a member of the Agricultural 
Committee of the Citizens Committee. 

For many years I was director of the Clear Channel Broadcasting 
Service, and worked closely with the Department of Agriculture and 
with farm organizations at the national, State, and local levels. I 
am very active at present, working with the farm organizations of 
Ohio, Kentucky, and Indiana; and the company with which I am 
now associated maintains a large experimental farm, and I have 
thereby kept in close touch with developments in the agricultural field. 

At the request of Mr. Stuart, 1 would therefore like to read the 
following short statement, which presents the official position of the 
agricultural committee of the Citizens Committee for the Hoover 
Report 

Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 provides for a much-needed 
reorganization of the United States Department of Agriculture. 


WHAT THE PLAN WOULD DO 


The following changes are the more important ones provided in 
the plan: 

(1) Transfer to the Secretary all departmental functions not now 
vested in him, except those of the hearing examiners, the corporations 
of the Department, the Advisory Board of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, and the Farm Credit Administration. 

(2) Authorize the Secretary to redelegate functions. 

(3) Permit transfers of records, property, personnel, and appropri- 
ations. 

(4) Creste 2 additional Assistant Secretaries and 1 Administrative 
Assistant Secretary. These represent new titles for existing offices 
and will not increase existing personnel. 

The plan represents a fundamental step in the first thoroughgoing 
departmental reorganization in many years. 

Madam Chairman, the following is what would be accomplished. 

This plan would make possible several organizational proposals 
made for that Department by the Hoover Commission. First, a 
reduction in the number of officials reporting directly to the Secretary. 
As the Hoover Commission pointed out, well over 20 major entities 
now report directly to the Secretary. Second, ending the organiza- 
tional autonomy of major units. ‘The Hoover Commission called the 
Department ‘fa loose confederation of bureaus’’, and recommended 
most strongly that the Secretary should be in full charge of his 
Department. Third, reorganization of the Department can be ac- 
complished richt down to the county level. Fourth, conflicts in the 
Nation’s agricultural policies can be reduced or eliminated. During 
World War iT. for example, one agency of the Department was 
recommending that production of certain crops be increased while, 
simultaneously, another was recommending their curtailment. 

The Hoover Commission pointed out numerous specific anomalies 
in the services provided by the Department. <A few are listed below: 

1) One Missouri farmer is recorded as having received advice on 
the use of fertilizer from five different agencies of the Department. 
The advice each gave was different. 

(2) In one rural county in Georgia, 47 Federal employees, found 
to be representing 7 instrumentalities of the Department, were 
servicing 1,500 farmers. 
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(3) In one fruit and grazing county in the State of Washington 
there were reported 184 Federal employees working with 6,700 
farmers. 

(4) One dairy county in Maryland was found to have 88 Federal 
employees working with less than 3,400 farmers. 

(5) All told, there were reported to be at least a dozen Federal 
agricultural activities serving farmers at the local level. 

The plan would make it possible to correct situations like those 
set forth above 

Madam Chairman, the following are the conclusions: 

(1) The plan is in conformance with the recommendations of the 
Hoover Commission. 

(2) Approval of the plan is fundamental to reorganization of the 
obsolete structure of the De partme nt. 

(3) If approved and implemented energetically, savings running 
into the millions may be achieved. 

t) The plan will make possible greatly improved services for the 
American farmer 

Therefore, the agricultural committee of the Citizens Committee 
for the Hoover Report strongly recommends that the plan be ap- 
proved by Congress as quickly as possible. 

Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Senator Smita. Thank you very much, Mr. Quaal. We appreciate 
having vou give us this very clear statement. 

Mr. Holte r, will you give your name and position to the reporter, 
please? { 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD F. HOLTER, MEMBER, AGRICULTURAL 
COMMITTEE OF THE CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR THE HOOVER 
REPORT AND LECTURER, THE NATIONAL GRANGE 


Mr. Houtrer. My name is Edward Holter. I am a member of the 
agricultural committee of the Citizens Committee for the Hoover 
Report, and am lecturer of the National Grange. I live in Middleton, 
Md., where I operate a dairy farm. My experience in agricultural 
matters runs back over 50 years. I have been deeply interested in 
reorganization plans growing out of the report of the Hoover Com- 
mission 

| believe that Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 represents a cardi- 
nal step in the long historical development of the Department of 
Agriculture and I hope that your committee will, therefore, reject the 
resolution of disapproval (S. Res. 100). 

Three principal objections have been raised to this plan. 

First, it is said that the plan might lead to abuses. 

It was a major premise of the Hoover Commission’s report that an 
official charged with heading a department should have reasonable 
authority to direct the affairs of that department. Otherwise the 
President, the people, and the Congress would not be able to hold the 
Secretary responsible for obtaining results or for the lack of results 
obtained. 

The principle embodied in this plan has been accepted by the 
Congress in the case of every major executive department, except 





eo ad 


Giaccone 
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Agriculture. The principle has been tried for 3 years; so far the 
Congress has not been faced with the problem of abuses predicted 
by opponents of the 6 departmental reorganization plans enacted. 
What better evidence have we than the fact that the Congress has 
not been asked to pass remedial legislation due to abuses of the 
authority in any of those six cases? Hence it can be proven that the 
principle does work without abuse. If there had been notable abuses 
elsewhere, I would not be urging you to approve the plan. It does 
not seem reasonable to me, therefore, to make a special case out of 
Agriculture by defeating this plan No. 2 and hence excepting Agri- 
culture from a principle which has worked in other departments. 

Second, it has been said that the plan just gives a blank check to 
the Secretary and that the Congress does not know what use would 
be made of it. 

This argument was raised in the discussion of Reorganization 
Plan No. 4 of 1950, which was defeated. However, in the instant 
case, there is a substantial difference. Right after the inauguration, 
the Secretary did indicate the direction toward which he would 
move in reorganization. It met with general approval on the part 
of farm groups and Hoover Commission and citizens committe: 
experts. Furthermore, President Eisenhower has shown his eae 
approval of the Hoover Commission’s proposals. In effect, this 
approval has already been picked up and partially acted upon by 
the Secretary, so that one can assume that further changes will 


follow the broad pattern already adopted Parenthetie: ally, | mich t 
pomt out that the steps already taken cannot be fully implemented 
without this plan. In addition, I note that the p lan Is quite specific 


in its requirements of greater acemecaiia: w Federal agricultural 
activities. In this case there is a definite indication from the Presi- 
dent, both in the plan and in his message 

Third, it has been implied that the plan would lead to elimination 
of functions of the De ‘pe tment. 

There is no authority set forth in Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 
1953 for elimination of functions which have been authorized | ry the 
Congress. In effect, section 5 of the plan requires that appropriations 
granted by Congress must follow the functions in any transfer from 
bureau A < bureau B, or from one official to another; and section 
4 (h) of the 5 ccmeiiitaniiien Act covers the same point. 

Furthermore, | would like to point out that some 30 plans in 6 de- 
partmental reorganizations of the same general nature have been 
approved by Congress in the last 4 years. In not one case has a 
function been eliminated. There have been subsequent transfers, 
mergers, and redelegations, but no elimination of agencies or functions. 

While it might be argued that the Reorganization Act of 1949 carries 
with it the authority to abolish functions, this authority, if it exists, 
would apply only to the submission of plans to Congress for that pur- 
pose. Since plan No. 2 does not even mention ‘abolition of functions” 
it is clear that the President has not here sought such authority for 
the Secretary, even were it lawful for him to do so. 

He nce, I cannot identify any reason that might lead to the conclusion 
that the plan would permit elimination of functions. That would have 
to be done by Congress. 
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Several features incorporated in this plan differ from those of Reor- 
canization Plan No. 4 of 1950. These give to the Congress the safe- 
guards which it did not have in the case of the predec ssor plan. 
These are 
ran- 


1. The Secretary is obligated to consult with leaders of farm or: 
izations and leaders of the Congress before making any major reorgani- 


ZutIOn Moves 


2. The Farm Credit Administration is exempted from the plan 
he Secretary, in any reorganization action under authority in 


the plan, must simplify and make more e 
the De partment 
1. The Secretary is instructed, in effect, ‘to push out” the adminis 


tration of farm programs to the State and local level, so that the 


hemselves can have more participation in these programs. 


ficient the functioning of 


lurmers t 
5. The requirement of adapting the programs to regional, State, 
and local conditions would safeguard the farmer against future 
heavy-handed mpositions of an authority from Washington. 

Former President Hoover, speaking as the greatest expert on 
reorganization, has urged adoption of the plan, for, without it 7 of the 
i6 recommendations of the Hoover Commission cannot be acted upon 
The great nationwide farm organizations, speaking for the American 
farmer, have urged adoption of the plan. I therefore commend it to 
you, because | believe that unless this plan is enacted, the Secretary 
will not have the authority necessary to give the kind of economical 
and efficient service that the farmers of America need and want 

Senator Smira. Thank you very much, Mr. Holter. We appreciate 
vour coming in with this statement 

Mir. Hotrer. Thank you, Madam Chairman 

Senator Smiru. Is D.W Brooks, of the Cotton Growers Association 
here? He stated that he would like to include a statement in the 

cord. If it comes in during the day it will be included in the record 

Is there a representative of the National Cotton Council in the 
room? A representative of the National Cotton Council was reported 

heard, also. Perhaps a statement will come in later 

Subsequently, the clerk of the committee was advised that neither 

the Cotton Growers Association nor the National Cotton Council 


wanting to pe 


desired to submit statements. 

Is there anyone else here whom the chairman has not called upon 
vho wishes to appear? 

If not, the Chair would like to include, at this point in the record of 
the hearings, a copy of a letter that went out over her signature on 
April 16, 1953, to all members of the Senate, notifying them of hearings 
on Senate Resolution 100 disapproving Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 
1953, and of the opportunity for them to testify or to suggest witnesses 
thev felt should be heard. 

The letter will appear in the record at this point, so that it will be 
shown that all have been given an opportunity to be heard, who 
wanted to be heard 

(The letter referred to follows:) 
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Hon. Georce D. AIKEN, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. ¢ 


DraR SENATOR AIKEN: Hearings are scheduled to be ld on May 12, 1953, o1 
Senate Resolution 100, introduced by Senator Richard B. Russell, of Georgia, to 
disapprove Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953, provid for the reorganization 
of the Department of Agriculturs 

Should you desire to testify, or to suggest witne es WHO SI ild be heard I will 
appreciate it if you will have your secretary notify the I f the committee 


order that the schedule of hearings may be completed and arrangements made for 
the accommodation of all witnesses 
With kind regards, I am 
Sincerely yours, 
MARGARET CHASE SMITH, 
Chairmar Subcommillee o hreorganizalion. 


Senator Smiru. If there is nothing further, the subcommittee will 
stand adjourned, and the hearings are closed. 
(Whereupon, at 3 p. m. the subcommittee adjourned.) 


338461—53 -—~14 











APPENDIXES 


APPENDIX A 


CoMMITTEE Print oF S. 1149, Datep Fespruary 22, 1952: Extracts From STaFF 
MEMORANDUM No, 82—2-17 Datrep Marcu 21, 1952, on S. 1149, RrorGAniza- 
TION, OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE; AND STATEMENT BY SENATOR 


McCiexvuan Datep Apri 1, 1952 


\ bill was prepared by the staff of the Committee on Government Operations 
in an effort to effectively reorganize the Department of Agriculture, after the 
rejection of plan No. 4 of 1950. A committee print of the proposed bill, dated 
February 22, 1952 is printed below. This bill was drafted with a view to meeting 
objections to plan No. 4 of 1950, and to provide for a comprehensive reorganization 
of the Department of Agriculture based on the recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission, 

Sections 7, 8, and 9 of the original bill, S. 1149, prepared by the Citizens Com- 
mittee for the Hoover Report, which dealt with the abolition of all existing local, 
county, and State agricultural committees created by authority of Federal law 
and participating in the formulation or administration of programs of the Depart- 
ment, and creating advisory groups in lieu thereof, were omitted from the revised 
bill 

Staff memorandum No. 82—2-17, dated March 21, 1952, explains in detail the 
basis for the changes incorporated in the committee print, and provides a section- 
by-section analysis of the proposed committee bill. 


[S. 1149, 82d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this Act shall be known as the ‘‘ Department 
of Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1952’’. 

Sec. 2. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and directed to reorganize 
the Department of Agriculture so as to group its operational functions at the seat 
of government under the following eight major components: 

1) Staff Service 

2) Agricultural Research Service 

(3) Cooperative Extension Service. 

(4) Agricultural Conservation and Production Service. 

(5) Forest and Range Service. 

(6) Agricultural Credit Service. 

(7) Rural Electrification Administration. 

(8) Federal Crop Insurance Corporation. 

The Agricultural Conservation and Production Service shall have two con- 
stituent units: (A) The Soil Conservation Service and (B) the Production and 
Marketing Administration, including its functions relating to the conservation, 
improvement, and development of agricultural land and water resources. 

The Agricultural Credit Service shall have two constituent units: (A) The Farm 
Credit Administration and (B) the Farmers’ Home Administration. 

(b) The requirements of subsection (a) of this section shall be deemed to have 
been met by the assignment to the Under Secretary or an Assistant Secretary of 
direction over any major component described therein, and the establishment of 
new organizational units shall not be required. 

(c) Agencies, services, offices or other indicated components of the Department, 
and their functions, shall be grouped as follows: 

(1) Staff Service: 

Office of Budget and Finance; 
Office of Personnel; 
Office of Plant and Operations; 
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Office of Information; 
Library; 
Office of the Solicitor; 
Office of Foreign Agricultural Relations; 
Bureau of Agricultural Economics; and 
Office of Hearing Examiners 
(2) Agricultural Research Service: 
Agricultural Research Administration 
(3) Agricultural Conservation and Production Service: 
Soil Conservation Service; and 
Production and Marketing Administration 
(4) Cooperative Extension Service: 
Extension Service 
(5) Agricultural Credit Service: 
Farm Credit Administration; and 
Farmers’ Home Administration. 
(6) Forest and Range Service: 

Forest Service; and 

The functions of the Bureau of Land Management transferred to the 
Department under the provisions of section 5 of this Act 
) Rural Electrification Administration: 

Rural Electrification Administration. 

(8) Federal Crop Insurance Corporation: 

Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 

(d) (1) The Secretary of Agriculture shall periodically review the work of the 
Department of Agriculture and its agencies for the purpose of insuring the greatest 
possible service to the public at the lowest possible cost, efficient organization 
and good management, and coordination and integration of programs and 
operations. 

(2) Whenever the Secretary of Agriculture finds that such action will promote 
the better execution of the laws administered by the Department of Agriculture 
and the expeditious administration of the public business, or reduce expenditures 
and promote economy, or increase the efficiency of the operations of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, he is authorized to provide for 


( 


(A) the transfer of any part of the services or other components set forth 
in subsection (c) hereof, or of any part of the functions thereof, to the 
jurisdiction and control of any other such service or component; or 

(B) the coordination of the functions of any such service or component 
with the functions of any other such service or component. 


(3) No action shall be taken under the authority of this Act to alter the basic 
organization provided by subsection (a) hereof. 

(4) Nothing in this section shall be deemed to supersede any of the provisions 
of the Reorganization Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 203), as amended 

(5) Any major transfer or coordination proposed under this subsection shall 
become effective only after sixty days’ notice to the Committee on Agriculture 
of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
of the Senate of the proposed action, and of the reasons therefor: Provided, That 
such action may become effective at an earlier date if each of these committees 
notifies the Secretary of Agriculture that it has no objections. 

(e) Except as otherwise provided in subsection (f) of this section there are 
hereby transferred to the Secretary of Agriculture all regulatory functions of the 
Department, and the Secretary of Agriculture is hereby authorized to delegate 
regulatory functions as he may deem necessary under such regulations as may be 
required by the applicable regulatory Acts coming within the jurisdiction of the 
Department of Agriculture. 

(f) The Authority vested in the Secretary under the preceding subsections 
hereof shall not apply to the functions vested by the Administrative Procedure 
Act (60 Stat. 237) in hearing examiners employed by the Department of Agri- 
culture, nor to the functions of the corporations of the Department of Agriculture 
or under its supervision, of the boards of directors and officers of such corporations, 
or of the Advisory Board of the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

(g) The Secretary of Agriculture may from time to time make such provisions 
as he shall deem appropriate authorizing the performance by any other officer, 
employee, or agency of the Department of Agriculture of any function of the 
Secretary, including any function transferred to the Secretary by the provisions 
of this Act. 
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and feasible to consolidate food and drug regulatory functions (including those 
Vv residues resultir from the use of pesticl les in the prod iction 


1) under the administration of agencies best suited to perform s ich functions. 





id hall take into account the necessity for adequate protection of the 
health and the prevention of practices unfair to producers, manufacturers, 
ut or consumers as well as the promotion of efficiency and economy of 
ratio! Che cost of the study provided for by this section shall be paid 
out of funds available to the Bureau of the Budget for administrative management 
purpose 
I Me randum $2 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
March 21, 1952 


Subic S. 1149. Reorganization f the Department of Agr ture 

With a view to ass Cit the ‘Ommiuttee 1n it consideration of the bill pre pared 
as a substitute for S. 1149, the following a vsis of the basic provisions is submit- 
ted as staff inte rpretations as t¢ the view f the committee as previously € xpressed., 
Tl lata wa prepared on the premise that the committee desires to report a 
bill designed to overcome many of the objections to the provisions of the bill 
proposed by the Citizens Committee for the Hoover report With this objective 
in mind, the substitute for 8. 1149 proposes the following major changes 

| It eliminate the provisior of sectior » which would have vested all 
functions and reorganization authority in the Secretary (as previously rejected 


under Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1950 


structure to meet objections raised at 
aS possi le to the Hoover Commission’s 

this section of the bill (see. 2) is the 
vice and the Production and Marketing 
ervation Production Service, and the 











is eliminates the proposed Agricultural 
esources Conservation Service, and the 
Service; and vests regulatory functions 
in the Secretary instead of creating a Regulatory Service, as proposed by the 
Hoover Con ! his revised organizational structure has been approved 
bv the ( ( Committe 
In | l I ection 5 of the original bill No. 1 above the committ version 
gives the Secretary authority t nake transfers and to bring about better coordi 
nation of functions wit! the statutory structure prescribed when such action 
would mprove administration, reauce expend tures, and pro! ote economy and 
efficiency, when approved by the jurisdictional committes 
3) Eliminates the o transfer vocational education funetions from 
the Federal Security Agency to the Department of Agriculture The deletion of 
this subsect as been tentatively approved by the committee. 
1) Elin ate ill seetior sections 7, 8, and 9) dealing with the creation of 
State, count and local advisory committes or boards) as being substantive 
legislation and not reorganizatio! 


It provides further safeguards relating to the transfer of the Bureau of 
Land Management from the Department of the Interior to the Department of 
Agriculture, to insure that functions cessar\ 

ment of the Interior are retained within that Department It also provides that 
existing laws and regulations relating to the management of forestry and grazing 
resources will continue in force under the supervision of the Department of 
Agriculture until a program for it tegrating these services has been submitted to 
the Committees on Agriculture of the two Houses of Congress. 


) 


to the operations of the Depart- 





PURPOSE 


The Hoover Commission recommended an extension of the functional organiza- 
tion of the Department of rriculture and a better grouping of activities related 








to the sam« ajor purpos he subject bill, as amended, is designed to carry out 
these recommendatio1 insofar as they » consistent with established legislative 
policy 


The original bill was drafted by the Citizens Committee for the Hoover Report 
and introduced in the Senate on March 15, 1951. Its purpose was to effectuate 
the Hoover Commission’s recommendations relatang to the Department of 
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Agriculture. Hearings were held from August 28 through September 18, 1951. 
Vigorous opposition developed to the major provisions of the bill, and the com- 
mittee, in endeavoring to meet and overcome these objections, has completely 
revised the original bill 

In reaching a decision as to procedure, the committee was faced with a specific 
proposal as to determining the character of reorganization to be proposed [wo 
separate approaches were available. Under 8S. 1149, as introduced, section 6 
would establish a basic structure in line with the approach recommended by the 
Hoover Commission, but section 5 would then vest in the Secretary of Agriculture 
complete authority to reorganize that structure, and reassi functions within the 
Department. It was the opinion of the committee that these sections were 
inconsistent and that section 5 would completely abrogate the basic reorganiza- 
tions proposed under section 6 

The alternate approach was to endeavor to conform as nearly as possible to 
the Hoover Commission’s recommendations relative to the establishment of a 


basic structure for the Department, while insuring the continuation of essential 














agricultural policies and of statutory funct -d by the Congress lo 
conform to Hoover Commission recommer id istrative ontrols 
should be vested in the head of the agency, } ee! ide in the amend- 
ment which would permit the Secretary to fer the structure 
prescribed where necessary to improve Or t economies of 
operation 

The committee was faced h the problem of realining the organizational 
structure recommended by Hoover Commission to overcome numerous 
objections raised during the hearing The Secretary of Agriculture contended 
that the creation of an agricultural consultation service would confuse rather 
than improve administratior that 10 was not practical t operate the proposed 
Agricultural Resources Conservation Service and the Commodity Marketing 
and Adjustment Service as completely independent components; and that regu- 
latory services were administered largely through the operating agencies and 
the creation of a centralized regulatory service would disrupt this pre ul 


After a thorough analysis of the factual information submitted by the Depart- 
ment in support of its views, the committee revised the departmental structure 


by (a) eliminating the Agricultural Consultation Service retaining the Co- 
operative Extension Service; (c) combining the Soil Conservation Service and the 





Production and Marketing Administrs \g1 tural Cor 
and Production Service; and (d) vesting : ¢ fur or n the 
of Agriculture. In order to properly absorb the functions the Burea 


Management, which eventually are proposed to be consolidated with those of the 
Forest Service, a new Forest and R 
staff is of the opinion that these revisions in the depar 
many of the objections raised to the original bill 

It was also necessary to determine on procedure with reference to certain pro- 
visions of the bill which dealt primarily with policy determinations within the 
jurisdiction of other committees. The amended bill, therefore, is restricted to 
reorganizations, and does not conten plate anv Cc 
authorized by the Congress. 


ge Service was created Che committee 





ental structure will meet 





basic programs already 
SUMMARY 


The proposed amendment has as its major objective the effectuation of the 
major Hoover Commission recommendations, while overcoming the basic points 
of opposition developed at the hearings. These may be summarized under the 
following general features of the revised bill: 

1. The Senate has previously rejected Reorganization Plan No, 4 of 1950, which 
would have vested all functions of the Department in the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture. The provision in 8. 1149, which would have reactivated this plan, has been 
eliminated by the committee amendment. 

2. The organizational structures prescribed in the original bill were found to 
be impractical of operation and administration. The draft bill, therefore, pro- 
poses to completely revise the organization of the Department 

3. The Hoover Commission recommended the establishment of State, county, 
and local advisory committees to govern the administration of agricultural pro- 
grams in the field. The committee took the view that this would constitute a 
complete departure from the accepted principles of administration of the farm 
program and, therefore, should be considered by substantive committees of the 
Congress, and not acted upon as a reorganization measur¢ 

4. The provision in 8. 1149 which proposed the transfer of vocational educa- 
tion functions dealing with agriculture from the Federal Security Agency to the 








( 
~ 
I 
i 
( 
yf 
rite 
i 
\ 
kK 
Se ( 
I] 
Ii 


REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 
eC! \griculture was omitted in the proposed committee amendment. 
not a recommendation of the Hoover Commission and the committee 
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f f oO or compone in the operating programs and procedures 
( ry ( ( i conditions 
1 ( t 1 Savi provision ) NSuUr the preservation oi the 
Pre | a reorga ition plan to Congress which would 
( ’ { ( the Department set forth in subsection 2 (a), so that, 
; ructu stablished under the act found to be un- 
! i mn pl ( ld be submitted to perfect Representa- 
i) ur ri tL o \cric | re I { d out that Ln Dili 1s enacted 
e ( lered to supersede the Reorgani at ! Aet of 1949 as 
und that a y vi uuld be ineluded to insure that 
A t supersede any of the provisions of the Reorganization Act 
! ction has been placed the Seeretary under subseetion (d ° 
ld re ‘ 1 vy major ra rs or coordinat ropo 1 by the 
) } ed to the Committees on Agriculture of the Senate and 
und | come effeetive until t expirati of 60 days after such 
) of e col ttees approv ‘the action prior to the expira- 





REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1953 207 





Subsection (e) (of see. 2 provides that all regulatory functions of the Depart- 
ment shall be vested in the Secretary The Citizens Ce mittee bill included a 
Regulatory Service (sec. 6) as a major administrative service under the supervisior 
of the Secretary, but aceording to the Secretary i ; communication to the 
chairman of the committee on November 16, 1951. most of these regulatory fune- 
tions are carried out at the ope ting level Since there appears to be no objection 
to vesting these functions in the Secretary, this psection w ild permit him to 
delegate regulatory functions wherever they mav be best effeetuated under the 
provisions of existing regulatory acts coming wit n the I liction of the De irt- 
ment 

Subsections (f), (g) and (h) (of see. 2) are routine provisions relating to the 
exemption of hearing examiners and corporations, ete.: a t the Seeretary 
to delegate authority to other offices; and authorizing transfers of records, prop- 
erty, personnel and funds, and are conta lin both the bill and the amendment. 


Sections 3 and 4, creating two additional Assistant Secretaries and an Adminis- 


trative Assistant Secretary are also commor o both proposals 


Section 5 of the amended bill Ipersedes clio ( of S. 1149 Che amendment 
however, eliminates the provision (subsee. 7 (a) (2)) for transfer of the agricultural 
vocational functions from the Federal Securit Agency to t Department of 
\griculture, since it appears from the evidence bmitted at ( rit hat there 
IS Little o1 no support for suel transfer r} s proposal ee trar o Ho er Com 
mission recommendations, and was therefore deleted fr I 

The amendment expands the ibsection of S. 1149 (7 (a) (1 providing for 
the transfer of the Bureau of Land Management, retainir ler the control of 
the Secretary of the Interior (in addition to funetions with respeet to mit 
mineral resources) ‘‘the conduct of cadastral surveys n the publie lands he 
admimistration (other than the classification functions relat thereto) of home- 
stead:and other land disposal and withdrawal laws; and the custody of the publie- 
lands reeords’’, which funetior the Secretar of the nterior contended ere 
essential to the operations of that Jepartment Ul ( 1uct ol Ss mineral 


resources activities 


Che amendment prescribes that the lands transferred from the Bureau of Land 
Management to the Department of Agriculture shall not be « erted to the same 
status as those lands presently administered by the Forest 8 ce, but that they 
shall continue to be administered under existing laws and regulations until a 
program for such integration is submitted and approved | the Committees on 
Agriculture It also provides that ie Secretary of the nterior will ec nue 
administering the mineral resources and hon ead laws a Lin ody of f 
publiec-lands records 


The amendment attempts to overcome other objections to the proposed transfer 
of the Bureau of I d Management by req g at ¢ ti a cluding the 


provisions of the Taylor Grazing Act) now applicable to the perations of fune- 





tions transferred to the Department of Agriculture under tl ction shall cor 


tinue in effect until the Congress has had an opportunity to study the matter and 
enact legislation to implement a uniform policy with 1 ect to grazing and for 
estry The Seeretary of Agriculture is required to bmit to the jurisdictional 
committees of Congress within 2 years a program for integrating the management 
of forestry and grazing under the newly created Forest and Range Service, with 
recommendations for appropriate legislative action necessary t nplement such a 
program. It is also specifically provided that the press met he ind ba of 
determining grazing fees shall continue for 60 days following the expiration of the 
preseribed 2-vear period nless Congress sha ave acted pri o the expiration 


of that period 

Section 5 also eliminates 
report su 
to counties, towns, or other pe Cal s&s ll sions thie ture of payment in 
lieu of taxes. This amendment should overcome oppositi of the States u en 





reestions relative to changing or eliminating exist rate r payments 


the Oregon and California revested lands are located I uuld not. of course 


prevent the Congress from including amendments to these law f found to be 
desirable. 

Section 6 of the amendment ec. 8 of S. 1149 vould re I annual appropria- 
tion of section 32 funds (customs receipts) and eliminate t present permanent 
appropriation status of these funds for expenditure by) e Secretar This 


is in accord with the policy of this committee and the Congress in previous actions 
designed to bring all appropriations within the anr ! 
control of the Appropriations Committees, and thus eliminate permanent annual 


appropriations without congressional review 
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\ new section 7 has been included in both the revised Citizens Committee print 
of August 14 (as sec. 11) and the amendment. It relates to the establishment of 
advisory boards of grazing permittees and a national advisory board elected by 
and from the State advisory board of grazing permittees to function with respect 
to grazing matters at State and national levels. This section was considered to 
be desirable in order that these new functions may be brought into alinement with 
the same procedures followed by other field activities of the Department of 
Agriculture Chere are no major changes in the remainder of the bill (sees. 8, 9, 
and 10) except for technical and language improvements. Details as to these 
provisions are set forth in the section-by-section analysis which follows. 


SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 


In general this bill entitled ‘‘Department of Agriculture Reorganization Act of 


1952” provides for the reorganization of the Department, including the grouping 
of its major functions along the lines recommended by the Commission on Organi- 
zation of the Executive Branch of the Government. The bill also transfers to the 
Department of Agriculture the functions of the Bureau of Land Management, 


excepting certain activities deemed to belong more properly in the Department of 
Interior 

Section 1: This section provides the official title. 

~ ») 


ection 2 authorizes and directs the Secretary to reorganize the Department so 
as to group its existing functions at the seat of government under the following 


eight major components 





l Staff Service 

2 ‘ultural Research Service 

3 rative Extension Service 

{ ‘ultural Conservation and Production Service 
5 and Range Service 

6 ‘ultural Credit Service 


7. Rural Electrification Administration 
8. Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 


It is prescribed that the Agricultural Conservation and Production Service shall 
have two constituent units: The Soil Conservation Service and the Production 
and Marketi Administration and that the Agricultural Credit Service shall have 
two constituent units: The Farm Credit Administration and the Farmers’ Home 

dministratior No action is to be taken under the act to alter the basic organiza- 
iior ar described. The section further provides for the grouping under the 
St: ice of the several existing staff agencies of the Department; for the 
\ al Research Administration to be contained within the Agricultural 





Research Service; for the Extension Service to be retained within the Cooperative 
Extension Service; for the Forest Service and transferred functions of the Bureau 
of Land Management to be contained in the Forest and Range Service; and for the 
Rural Electrification Administration and the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 
to continue as major components under the same titles. 

The section further provides that the grouping of any component is deemed to 
have been effected by the assignment to the Under Secretary or an Assistant 
Secretary of the direction of any such component without the establishment of new 
organizational units. The bill, therefore, does not require the creation of wholly 
new administrations or similar organizational units but is intended to provide an 
improved method whereby the Secretary may discharge his responsibilities for 
management and direction of the existing functions of the Department 

The Secretary is directed to review the work of the Department periodically to 
insure the maximum and most economical service to the public, efficient organiza- 
tion, good management, and coordination. This provision expresses the principle, 
strongly emphasized by the Hoover Commission, that the Secretary is responsible 
for active, continuous review of the Department’s organization and management to 
insure maximum efficiency and economy and should therefore have authority 
commensurate with his responsibilities as head of the Department. 

The Secretary is authorized, whenever he finds such action warranted, to trans- 
fer any part of a unit or function contained within a service to the jurisdiction of 
any other service or component or to coordinate the functions of services or com- 
ponents with any other such organization. Major transfers or coordinations 
proposed by the Secretary are to be effective only after 60 days’ notice to the 
Committee on Agriculture of the House and the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry of the Senate, except that upon notification by each committee that it 
does not object, the action may be effective earlier. 
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It is not considered practical or desirable that this provision should ¢ 
all transfers or coordinations Many actions are of a minor character, 
representing necessary adjustments to chang In appropriations or in program 
emphasis. To require that the Agriculture Committees be notified of all actions 
under this provision would, on the one hand, burden them with minutiae and, on 
the other, impose upon Department officials the task of preparing numerous 
additional reports. At the same time, a delay of 60 days in taking actions of 
this character would, by that much, slow down the operations of the Department 
and hinder the making of prompt adjustments necessary to maintenance of 
operating efficiency. 

On the other hand, with respect to major transfers of functions, it has been the 
custom of Secretaries of Agriculture to consult with the Agriculture Committees 
before putting such changes into effect This was done, for example, before the 
establishment of the Agricultural Research Administration in 1942, the creation 
of the Production and Marketing Administration in 1945, and the reorganization 
of conservation and rese 
No. 1278 and No. 1279. These are examples of the type of transfer with respect 
to which it is intended that 60 days’ notice should be given to the Agriculture 
Committees 


upply to 








‘arch activities in 1951 under Secretaryv’s Memoranda 








All regulatory functions of the Department are transferred to the Secretary 
with authority to redelegate except as they affect hearing examiners or corpora- 
tions. The functions of the hearing examiners of the Department, of its corpora- 
tions and their boards of directors and officers, and of the advisorv board of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation are not affected by the act except where expressly 
mentioned for organizational purposes 






In view of the widely varving nature of the regulatory work of the Department, 
ranging from functions which require highly specialized scientifie training to such 
matters as inspections to determine compliance with laws requiring humane 
treatment of cattle during shipment, it has not been deemed advisable to provid 
for the establishment of a Regulatory Service This provision of the bill will 
permit the Secretary to make adjustments from time to time in the organization 
of regulatory activities and to associate these activities organizationally with 
other functions of the Department where there is a distinet advantage to be gained 
from so doing 

The Secretary is authorized to make provisions from tit to time for the per 
formance within the Department of any functions ve ed nN ind to effeet 
transfers of records, property, personnel, ete cident to any transfers 

It is expressly provided that the unexpended balances f nds transferred 
incident to any reorganization shall be used only for the rposes for whiel 
originally appropriated Also, the provisions of the Reorganization Act of 1949 
are not to be superseded 

Section 3 provides for the creation of two Assistant Secretaris if Agriculture 





in addition to the present Assistant Secretary 

Section 4 prescribes that, in ad 
Agriculture, there shall be an Administrative Assistant Secretary of Agriculture 

Section 5 provides for a more unified and efficient development and manage- 
ment of agricultural resources relating to forestry, grazing, and watershed con- 
servation. Subsection (a) transfers to the Secretary of Agriculture from the 
Department of the Interior the functions of the Bureau of Ls 
with the exception of mineral and other functions not primarily of an agricultural 
nature. Under subsections (b), (ec), and (d), such housekeeping matters as related 
property. personnel, and funds are included in the transfer 

Subsection (e) retains in their present category, and subject to the present laws, 
Oregon and California revested grants, Taylor grazing districts, unreserved public 
domain, and any other lands presently administered by the Bureau of Land 
Management. It clearly specifies that the transfer of these lands under subsec- 
tion (a) shall not give them national-forest status but they shall remain subject to 
mining, reclamation, homestead, and other disposal laws. Pending further action 
by Congress, both national forests and lands currently administered by the Bureau 
of Land Management would continue to be administered under laws now appli- 
cable to them. Subsection (f) requires the Secretary of Agriculture to prepare 


addition to the three A tant Secretaries of 





agement, 

















and submit to Congress within 2 vears after the date of this act a program for 
combining the management of forestry and grazing resources under a single Forest 
and Range Service, together with necessary legislation to implement a uniform 
grazing and forestry policy. The program authorized to be submitted by this 
subsection shall not include a recommendation to change existing arrangements 
with regard to payments to counties in lieu of taxes or similar revenues 
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and that to approve the b Vithout adequa iealing portal 
aspects ol the agricultural progran mn the eomr eded « 
nsive revisions, would not accomp real objectives ! al ng the 
ly partment ol Agriculture 

It was the view of the committ at tl approva t reorganizatior 
AS pe without a thoroug ind | i 1 ! ir i 
operations of the Di urtimne f uA ’ 
objectives recommended f e H« I , 


Action by: PMA State committe 


ADJUSTMENT IN PMA Srartt Vp ( ory Orr > NN] 
Approved 











| I¢ \ ot he ‘ mm i I I i { ‘ err 
nations, and assistance to farn rt sel } e ne 
sary to have a reductior f« Stat ( ud ‘ ‘ ‘ 
county offices 
We realize that this w require realinement of duties at resp byilitie : 
perhaps a little heavier Workioad on each one of Your are ector ¢ 
( from his staff v 1¢ ut i Oo i ul g ne 
irv reductiol n State and cou! perso Please d re ‘ 
) 1 cl Ol 1 OT a 1 ft air i } 1 
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are made 1 ime for fi ive em e ¢ ed | } 5 ee 
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2) The required red 1 ( ‘ Yi fu e en 
ployees of your office and doe owt ine l¢ part time or W a ¢ emploves 
Notice to emplovees of the effec aat ( cl I ease active 
duty shall be issued at once but may give advance notice of a lay 
3) Requests for employment of asonal or ¢ rge! irt-tin emplovees 
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1) Hereafter, the State committee n carrving out it nsibilities 
. determine program and administration policy, but e ex on of such polici 
will be carried out by its emplovees under the direction of a Sta xecutive officer 
responsible to the State committe Accordingly, all Stat mitteemer 
cluding the chairman, will be emploved on a w. a bas 
5) Similarly, the policv-forming and policy-execut f tions in the cour 
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operations of the county office and hire and direct other county office personnel 
Accordingly, in the future, county committeemen will not work on a ful I 
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